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Comment Letter NGO14— Sierra Pacific Industries, 
Forestry Division, Steve du Chesne, RFP 
(October 14, 2003) 

Response to Comment NGO14-1 

The sedimentation report that was completed for Battle Creek (Bureau of 
Reclamation 2001b) suggests that the 58,000 cy3 of sediments, estimated to be 
stored behind South and Coleman Diversion Dams on South Fork Battle Creek, 
would be released slowly from bank storage during high flow events after the 
two dams are removed.  The annual sediment transport past South Diversion 
Dam is estimated to be about 100,000 cy3.

Adverse effects of sediment movement will be minimized to some extent at 
Coleman and South Diversion Dams with excavation of pilot channels in the 
sediment that has collected behind the dams.  Excess sediment will be placed 
along the stream banks to be distributed downstream during large flood events.  
The excavated pilot channels would minimize initial sediment movement but 
would not be stable channels (i.e., sediment would move at higher flows).  
Reclamation’s sediment study suggests the excess sediment will be released 
slowly from bank storage during high flow events (Bureau of Reclamation 
2001b).  The study also suggests that much of the sediment is large gravel and 
cobble material that slowly would migrate downstream in a very normal 
sediment transport process.  In the first couple of years after dam 
decommissioning, a large fraction of the stored sediments is expected to be 
released. 

The fine material that would be released during large storms will not 
substantially increase the net downstream movement of sand and gravel 
materials.  These materials are the basic geomorphic input for the gravel bars, 
which provide spawning and rearing habitat.  Pools and low-gradient areas in 
Battle Creek do not remain filled with gravel and cobble because during high 
storm events the water actually scours these pools and deposits gravels along the 
sides of the channel, supplying the raw materials for gravel bars that provide 
habitat.

Substrate size ranges from sand to boulder with predominantly gravel and cobble 
throughout the system.  The total estimated area of spawning gravel is 57,000 
square feet in the mainstem above Coleman Powerhouse; 81,000 square feet in 
the North Fork up to the barrier waterfall; and 28,000 in the South Fork Battle 
Creek up to Panther Creek (Thomas R. Payne and Associates 1998a).  
Concentration and types of gravel deposits are directly correlated to stream 
gradient.  Mobility studies imply that gravel in Battle Creek moves with enough 
frequency to keep it clean of fine sediment and loose enough to support 
spawning.  For more information, see Master Response C. 



U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 
State Water Resources Control Board 

 Non-Government Organization Comments

Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 

7-54
July 2005

J&S 03035.03

Response to Comment NGO14-2 

The metered release of sediments during high flow events would be 
complimentary to the placement of spawning-sized gravels in lower Battle Creek.
Larger cobbles that are released would find areas with appropriate hydraulic 
conditions for the deposition of cobbles and fill the cascades and channel margins 
of Battle Creek.  Some of the released material would be spawning-sized gravel, 
which would be sorted naturally by the stream hydraulic forces and deposited in 
bars with similar spawning-sized gravels.  Thus, the release of sediments during 
high flow events would not negate efforts to enhance spawning opportunities.

Response to Comment NGO14-3 

The 58,000 cy3 of sediment behind the dams would be released slowly during 
major storm events.  In the first couple of years after dam decommissioning, a 
large fraction of the stored sediments is expected to be released.  Additional 
release from behind the removed dams is not expected to significantly increase 
the annual sediment transport in South Fork Battle Creek, which is estimated to 
be about 100,000 cy3 per year.  No reduction in upstream regulated forest 
harvesting practices would result from the increased potential for sediment 
movement caused by the dam removals.  The analysis of sediment yield from 
forest harvesting would be regulated and mitigated exactly as it is under current 
conditions.  Effects related to the dam removals would be measured directly, and 
appropriate mitigation will be implemented to manage the stored sediments.  
Removing the diversion dams would be accompanied by short-term turbidity 
measurements and longer-term sediment-movement monitoring and photographs. 
This mitigation monitoring is described in Section 4.4, Water Quality, under 
Impact 4.4-5 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.   
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Comment Letter NGO15—Outfitters Properties, 
Kerry L. Burke (October 15, 2003) 

Response to Comment NGO15-1 

This comment has been noted. Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 
reviewer for support of the Five Dam Removal Alternative. 

Response to Comment NGO15-2 

Impacts relating to Rocky Springs Ranch are similar to those that would occur at 
the Oasis Springs Lodge (see the responses to Comment Letter NGO9).  
However, the degree of impact on the Oasis Springs Lodge is expected to be 
greater because of its relative proximity to the Inskip Diversion Dam/South 
Powerhouse project site.  In addition, Oasis Springs Lodge is an operating 
business.  The impacts that would affect Rocky Springs Ranch are identified 
below:

Impact 4.10-1, “Exposure of noise-sensitive uses to noise and vibration from 
blasting,” less than significant with mitigation; and 

Impact 4.10-2, “Exposure of noise-sensitive land uses to noise from on-site 
construction activities,” less than significant with mitigation. 

In addition, impacts that would result in general from implementation of the 
Restoration Project have been addressed in the following sections: 

Section 4.1, Fish; 

Section 4.2, Botanical, Wetland, and Wildlife Resources; 

Section 4.3, Hydrology; 

Section 4.4, Water Quality; 

Section 4.5, Groundwater; 

Section 4.6, Land Use; 

Section 4.7, Geology and Soils; 

Section 4.9, Transportation; 

Section 4.11, Air Quality; 

Section 4.12, Public Health and Safety; 

Section 4.13, Public Services and Utilities; and 

Section 4.15, Cultural Resources 
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Construction of the access road proposed for the north side of the creek at the 
Inskip Diversion Dam site is discussed under Impact 4.8-1.  Although mitigation 
is proposed in the Final EIS/EIR, the impact associated with this road is 
considered significant and unavoidable. 

Impacts resulting from increased construction traffic are discussed under Impact 
4.9-1.  The impact on private roads was determined to be less than significant 
because of the small existing traffic volumes on the roads and because 
Reclamation will comply with the Standards as described in Section 4.9, 
Transportation, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Impacts on air quality and public health and safety will be reduced to less-than-
significant levels with implementation of the mitigation measures proposed and 
described in Sections 4.11 and 4.12, respectively. 

For more information regarding landowner concerns, see Master Response F.   

Response to Comment NGO15-3 

For information regarding the request to extend the public review period and the 
relationship between the Coleman National Fish Hatchery and the Restoration 
Project, see the responses to Comments NGO4-3 and 8-2.   

Sufficient detail is available to fully analyze the potential environmental effects 
of the Proposed Action and alternatives as evidenced by the several hundred 
pages of environmental analysis and supporting information.  Detailed 
engineering design information is not required to assess the potential 
environmental effects of an action.  The likely locations of facilities are known 
with sufficient detail to allow for complete analysis of potential environmental 
effects and to describe appropriate mitigation measures, many of which require 
incorporation of requirements that may affect the site-specific design and 
location of project features in order to minimize potential environmental effects.  
The Draft EIS/EIR and Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR are in full 
compliance with NEPA and CEQA.  In addition, see the response to Comment 
NGO9-2.

Response to Comment NGO15-4 

As the project proponents, Reclamation and the State Water Board feel that the 
project description is adequate to assess the potential environmental effects of the 
Proposed Action.  For a discussion of the impacts that directly affect Rocky 
Springs Ranch, please see the response to Comment NGO15-2.  The detail 
provided in these discussions has allowed for a project-level analysis.   

In addition, new figures are presented in Appendix F in Volume II of this Final 
EIS/EIR that identify the construction activities to take place at each project site.  
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In the event that any new impacts are identified as the Restoration Project is 
implemented, Reclamation and the State Water Board will complete the 
appropriate environmental review.  For more information regarding landowner 
concerns, please see Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-5 

The alternatives to the Proposed Action and the recommended mitigation 
measures are fully discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR.  As mentioned in the response 
to Comment NGO15-4, upon completion of the project design, in the event that 
implementation of the project would result in new or more significant 
environmental effects, Reclamation and the State Water Board will conduct the 
appropriate environmental review.  While a goal of the project is to restore 
habitat for federally listed anadromous fish species, the project proponents feel 
that the project has been designed to minimize and avoid impacts on humans 
when possible.  For more information regarding landowner concerns, see Master 
Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-6 

As mentioned in the responses to Comments NGO15-4 and NGO15-5, if any 
new or more significant impacts are found to result from implementation of the 
Proposed Action, Reclamation and the State Water Board will conduct the 
appropriate environmental review. 

With regard to public information, the intent of CEQA and NEPA is to inform 
the public through public hearings and meetings.  The project proponents have 
offered several meetings throughout the process and are glad to know that the 
information was successfully conveyed by this means. 

As the project proponents, the State Water Board and Reclamation feel that the 
level of detail disclosed in the EIS/EIR was sufficient to analyze the 
environmental impacts associated with the Restoration Project.  The project 
proponents also included appropriate mitigation measures as well as 
environmental commitments to reduce when possible these impacts to a lesser 
level.  For more information regarding landowner concerns, see Master 
Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-7 

As the project proponents, the State Water Board and Reclamation feel that the 
purpose and need statement accurately reflects the purpose of the Restoration 
Project to be restoring habitat while minimizing the loss of hydroelectric power.  
As part of the project’s objectives listed in Chapter 2, Project Objectives, in 
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Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, the State Water Board and Reclamation will 
implement the project in a way to minimize the impacts on the third parties.  This 
includes the interests of the private landowners that could be affected by the 
Restoration Project.  For more information regarding landowner concerns, see 
Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-8 

The Proposed Action is a restoration project and does not intend to increase 
public access to private property.  The section titled Project Objectives, in 
Chapter 2 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, mentions third-party users, which is 
meant to encompass the concerns of private property owners.  For more 
information regarding landowner concerns, see Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-9 

Please see the response to Comment NGO15-8. 

Response to Comment NGO15-10 

New figures are presented in Appendix F in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR that 
identify the construction activities to take place at each project site.  Appendix F 
includes figures of the construction footprints and an explanation of the activities 
to occur at each site.  For more information regarding landowner concerns, see 
Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-11 

State agencies are required to mitigate impacts resulting in physical changes 
compared with the baseline conditions, which are defined as those existing at the 
time of the NOP for non-flow-related resources.  Therefore, they would not be 
required to return the project site to pre–Hydroelectric Project conditions. 

PG&E and Reclamation will develop a construction management plan as part of 
the FERC license.  A component of that plan will be a QCIP.  The QCIP provides 
quality control requirements for construction of the Hydroelectric Project to 
ensure quality and compliance with the specifications and environmental and 
regulatory requirements.  The QCIP includes the following:

organization and responsibilities, 

inspection plan and field inspection guidelines, 

environmental compliance plan, 
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water diversion and control, 

erosion and sediment control, and 

documentation and training. 

For more information regarding landowner concerns, see Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-12 

While PG&E either owns or has access rights to the land for its current facilities, 
portions of the Proposed Action facilities will require additional easements or 
temporary rights of way.  Reclamation and PG&E are working with the 
landowners to secure the necessary easements for any project facilities that are 
planned on lands not currently owned or covered by adequate land rights.  All 
appropriate and necessary agreements will be acquired from landowners prior to 
the initiation of any construction activities.

Response to Comment NGO15-13 

Ownership of the easements along South Canal will be determined pursuant to 
landowner meetings, negotiations, and agreements with PG&E.  As part of 
decommissioning, accessible portions of South Canal will be backfilled and 
sloped for drainage, according to construction BMPs. The decommissioned 
canal, as well as every construction aspect of the project, will be inspected upon 
its completion to ensure that it meets established standards, prior to cessation of 
temporary construction easements and transference of lands to the owners. 

Response to Comment NGO15-14 

New figures are presented in Appendix F in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR that 
identify the construction activities to take place at each project site.  Appendix F 
includes figures of the construction footprints and an explanation of the activities 
to occur at each site.  For more information regarding landowner concerns, see 
Master Response F. 

Accessible portions of the South Canal are to be backfilled using site materials 
and sloped for drainage. 

Response to Comment NGO15-15 

The discussion under South Diversion Dam and South Canal Areas, Project 
Elements in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, describes how the 
canal will be decommissioned and notes that several sections will be either left or 



U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 
State Water Resources Control Board 

 Non-Government Organization Comments

Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 

7-60
July 2005

J&S 03035.03

removed at the request of the landowner.  The last flume on the South Canal 
could be removed easily if desired.  All other concrete footings and transition 
sections along the South Canal flumes are more difficult to remove and are 
planned to remain in place.  Canal sections will be either backfilled using site 
materials or left alone if inaccessible.  Existing drainage paths are to remain 
across the canal alignment. 

State agencies are required to mitigate impacts resulting in physical changes 
compared with the baseline conditions, which are defined as those existing at the 
time of the NOP for non-flow-related resources.  Therefore, they would not be 
required to return the project site to pre–Hydroelectric Project conditions and 
remove all miscellaneous wood along the pipeline.  For more information 
regarding landowner concerns, see Master Response F. 

The impacts on the stream from construction are discussed under Impact 4.2-3 
and Impact 4.4-1.  The mitigation measures identified would reduce this impact 
to a less-than-significant level as discussed in Section 4.2 in Volume I of this 
Final EIS/EIR. 

Although the canals are human-made and are not natural waterways, the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has determined that the canals are under their 
jurisdiction because of their hydrologic connection with the Battle Creek system.  
As a result, the canals will be covered by the Section 404 permit for the Clean 
Water Act (CWA).  However, it is anticipated that the Restoration Project will be 
self-mitigating to a large extent because of benefits resulting from the project. 

Response to Comment NGO15-16 

No hazardous materials are anticipated to be found at any of the project sites.  It 
is believed that the dams were constructed of rock and natural materials found on 
site that would not pose a hazardous materials threat to workers or residents.  For 
more information regarding landowner concerns, see Master Response F. 

With respect to notification of helicopter work, Mitigation Measure 4.10-2 states 
that residents and other noise-sensitive receptors will be notified of the 
approximate dates of construction and the potential resulting increase in noise at 
least 2 weeks in advance. 

New figures are presented in Appendix F in Volume II of the Final EIS/EIR that 
illustrate the construction footprints and describe the location and type of 
construction activities to take place at each project site, including the location of 
the tunnels.

With respect to the concern about mosquitoes and vector problems, under South 
Diversion Dam and South Canal Areas, Project Elements in Chapter 3 in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, it is stated that the tunnel closures would 
incorporate drainage features at the base to prevent buildup of any groundwater 
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within the closed tunnel.  The risk of vector problems from mosquitoes at various 
project sites is addressed in Impact 4.12-4 in Section 4.12 in Volume I of this 
Final EIS/EIR.  Mitigation Measure 4.12-4 will reduce this risk to a less-than-
significant level. 

As discussed under Impact 4.2-1, woody riparian vegetation will be avoided to 
the maximum extent possible.  In the event that woody riparian vegetation is 
permanently affected, mitigation measures will be implemented to compensate 
for this loss. 

Response to Comment NGO15-17 

New figures are presented in Appendix F in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR that 
illustrate the construction footprints and describe the location and type of 
construction activities to take place at each project site. For more information 
regarding landowner concerns, see Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-18 

The majority of the work can be completed within 2.5 to 3 months, but the 
overall contract duration period, including mobilization and submittals, is 
assumed to be 5 months.  Liquidated damages may be assessed if the contract 
duration is exceeded, based on actual damages to the government.  For more 
information regarding landowner concerns, see Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-19 

Please see the response to Comment NGO15-17. 

Response to Comment NGO15-20 

A permanent effect is from a designed feature that requires no further treatment 
or restoration.  Only temporary site impacts need to be restored to 
preconstruction conditions. 

Response to Comment NGO15-21 

Please see the response to Comment NGO15-17. 
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Response to Comment NGO15-22 

Figure F-7 of Appendix F better illustrates the construction footprints and 
describes the activities taking place at the South Powerhouse/Inskip Diversion 
Dam site.   

With respect to grading the access road and parking lot at this site, discussion 
under Inskip Diversion Dam/South Powerhouse, Project Elements in Chapter 3 in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR states that construction of the access road and 
excavation of the proposed tunnel would result in approximately 25,000 cy3 of
material.  This material would be used when possible for road improvements, and 
to the extent possible, for various project features.  The remainder of the waste 
material would be spread over an area up to 300 feet by 400 feet, piled as high as 
practical, in accordance with landowner requirements, and in order to minimize 
permanent impacts.  Discussion under Inskip Diversion Dam/South Powerhouse, 
Construction Considerations in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR 
describes the site where excess materials would be stored near the access road 
along the top of the plateau. 

The South Powerhouse site will require blasting for tunnel excavation and at the 
two tunnel portals.  Some minor blasting may be required for access road 
construction.  No blasting for dike construction is anticipated.  This blasting 
would likely occur over an 8-month period during the fall and winter months.  
Some blasting for the fish screen and ladder work, including boulder removal, 
would be required at the Inskip Diversion Dam.  This work is anticipated to last 
4 months over the following summer.  The impact associated with exposure of 
noise-sensitive land uses to blasting is discussed under Impact 4.10-1.  
Implementation of the mitigation discussed under this impact will reduce the 
impact to less than significant. 

Response to Comment NGO15-23 

Impacts on the visual resources at the Inskip Diversion Dam/South Powerhouse 
site were analyzed in Section 4.8 under Impact 4.8-1 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR.  Power lines will be in the general vicinity of existing lines and are not 
considered to result in significant visual impacts compared to existing conditions.  
Impact 4.8-1 has been updated to clarify the impacts from power line relocation. 

Response to Comment NGO15-24 

Instream work at the South Powerhouse/Inskip Diversion Dam site is expected to 
take place sometime between May 1 and November 1.  The following 
summarizes the current construction schedule at this site: 

Instream work, which includes numerous activities involving excavation, 
placing riprap, constructing cofferdams, box culvert, etc., would be 
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conducted in the South Powerhouse and peninsula areas from May 1 to 
November 1, 2006.   

Construction of the new access road to the fish facility and the tunnel work 
would occur through that fall, and the following winter and spring, 
November 1, 2006, through June 2007.   

Around July 1, 2007, the flows from South Powerhouse would be routed 
through the completed tunnel.   

In summer 2007 (June through November 1), construction on the upstream 
side of the dam at the headworks would be completed.   

In summer 2008 (June through November 1), instream work would be 
performed at the fish ladder entrance, which would require diversion 
structures in the vicinity below the dam.  

In summer 2009, no instream work is currently anticipated.  Construction of 
the fish ladder and fish screen will resume and are projected to be complete 
in January 2009.   

Figure 3-2c shows the location of the fish ladder.  The aesthetic impacts of the 
fish ladder are described under Impact 4.8-1 and are considered significant and 
unavoidable.  As indicated in the response to Comment NGO9-15, fishing is 
currently not allowed within 250 feet of a fish ladder, and this regulation will not 
change as a result of the Restoration Project.  Fishing and other recreational 
activities could resume within the designated areas once construction is 
complete.  The impact on recreational fishing is addressed under a new impact, 
Impact 4.14-5 in Section 4.14, Recreation in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 

It is uncertain how many trips would be made to maintain the fish screens and 
ladders at Inskip Diversion Dam.  PG&E accesses Inskip Diversion Dam nearly 
daily under current operations.  It is anticipated that PG&E will access Inskip 
Diversion Dam with daily or multiple trips daily post restoration.  A portion of 
the construction of the facilities at Inskip Diversion Dam will take place on 
private property.  Construction boundaries would be marked in the field prior to 
the initiation of construction activities.  The boundaries for PG&E parcels are not 
marked in the field.

Response to Comment NGO15-25 

The comment refers to a sediment basin on page 3-50 of the Draft EIS/EIR; 
however, this page does not have a reference to a sediment basin.  A sediment 
basin is mentioned on page 3-45 of the Draft EIS/EIR in the discussion under the 
heading Sluiceway.  If this is the sediment basin that the commentor is referring 
to, the response is that the sediment would be removed by opening the gate in the 
basin during high flow periods and allowing the sediment to redistribute naturally 
downstream.
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Response to Comment NGO15-26 

The access point referred to in the comment is for the road that would be used to 
access this site.  Figure F-7 of Appendix F shows the access road (LRC-1) that 
connects to the Lower Ripley Creek site.  SPH-14, SPH-15, and SPH-16 refer to 
contractor staging areas.  Appendix F details the specifications of these 
construction areas to the extent that they are known.  For more information, 
please see Appendix F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-27 

Please see the response to Comment NGO15-17. 

Access roads are shown in the project construction area maps presented in 
Appendix F.  In addition, clarification of the roads to be used for project 
construction and access has been made to Figure 4.9-2. 

Response to Comment NGO15-28 

Please see the response to Comment NGO15-17. 

Response to Comment NGO15-29 

Please see the response to Comment NGO15-17. 

Response to Comment NGO15-30 

Figure F-7 of Appendix F in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR includes 
information about the location and type of construction activity to take place at 
the South Powerhouse/Inskip Diversion Dam site, including estimations of cut 
and fill where applicable.

The South Powerhouse site will require blasting for tunnel excavation and at the 
two tunnel portals.  Some minor blasting may be required for access road 
construction.  No blasting for dike construction is anticipated.  This blasting 
would likely occur over an 8-month period during the fall and winter months.  
Some blasting for the fish screen and ladder work, including boulder removal, 
will be required at Inskip Diversion Dam.  This work is anticipated to last 
4 months over the following summer.  The impact associated with exposure of 
noise-sensitive land uses to blasting is discussed under Impact 4.10-1.  
Implementation of the mitigation discussed under this impact will reduce the 
impact to less than significant. 
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Response to Comment NGO15-31 

Please see Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-32 

Figure 4.9-2 shows the access roads that would be used during construction of 
the Restoration Project.  The road that will be used to access Lower Ripley Creek 
Feeder Diversion Dam is shown in blue and runs east to west about a half a mile 
south of Manton Road.  This access road is also shown in Figure F-8 in Appendix 
F in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR.  This is the road described on page 3-53 of 
the Draft EIS/EIR that was referred to in this comment.  None of the land at the 
Lower Ripley Creek Feeder site is owned by PG&E.  PG&E has a 50-foot-wide 
right-of-way, 25 feet on each side of the centerline of the ditch or canal, flume or 
tunnel, along with access rights.  The proposed work would all occur within 
PG&E’s existing easement.

Response to Comment NGO15-33 

Water from the Cross Country Canal would be diverted into Lower Ripley Creek 
to bypass water around the South Powerhouse construction zone to accommodate 
construction at this site.  Lower Ripley Creek would convey uncharacteristic, but 
not unprecedented, high flows (50 cfs versus 3 cfs) for up to several months.  
Higher flows occur naturally in Lower Ripley Creek during winter storm runoff 
periods.  The diversions during construction should not cause higher-than-normal 
erosion.  Thus, no mitigation measures are necessary to reduce the erosion 
impacts on Lower Ripley Creek. 

Response to Comment NGO15-34 

Activities to occur along the access road at the Lower Ripley Creek site include 
grading and graveling as needed to improve construction access.  This road 
extends to the headworks for Inskip Powerhouse at the confluence of Eagle 
Canyon Canal and Inskip Canal and is shown in Figure F-8 of Appendix F as 
LRC-1.  PG&E has rights to this road, but Reclamation and PG&E will 
collaborate with the landowner to ensure a mutually acceptable approach to road 
maintenance for the duration of the Restoration Project, as well as to decide upon 
a final road width (the road width will not exceed 15 feet).  For more information 
on the specifics of the road construction, please see Construction Considerations 
under the Lower Ripley Creek Feeder Diversion Dam discussion in Chapter 3 in 
Volume I and Appendix F in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR. 

PG&E may breach the Cross Country Canal as an exercise of their spillway right 
under FERC license no. 1121.  Spillway practices are routine and must be 
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practiced regularly in order for PG&E to retain their spillway rights.  Breaching 
the Cross Country Canal would occur by removing a plate on the flume above 
Ripley Creek to allow the canal to drain into the creek at a rate of approximately 
50 cfs. 

Higher flows occur naturally in Lower Ripley Creek during winter storm runoff 
periods.  The diversions from Cross Country Canal into Lower Ripley Creek 
during construction should not cause higher-than-normal erosion.  Thus, no 
mitigation measures are necessary to reduce the erosion impacts on Lower Ripley 
Creek.

Response to Comment NGO15-35 

The Appurtenant Facilities section in Chapter 3, Volume 1 describes how, after 
removal of the diversion dam, the feeder canal would be filled in using the 
existing canal bank materials.  Where the feeder canal discharges into Inskip 
Canal, the transition would be shaped and armored with riprap or concrete to 
ensure stability of Inskip Canal. 

Response to Comment NGO15-36 

The lead agencies acknowledge the proximity of Rocky Springs Ranch to a 
portion of the proposed construction activities.  As analyzed in Section 4.6, Land 
Use, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, the Restoration Project is not expected to 
have long-term impacts on the land uses present at Rocky Spring Ranch, 
including hunting, fishing, residential, recreational, and grazing activities, 
because no permanent land use changes are expected as a result of the 
Restoration Project.  Potential impacts on recreational activities, including 
hunting and fishing, are described in Impacts 4.14-1 through 4.14-5 of Section 
4.14, Recreation, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  Potential residential and 
grazing impacts are addressed in Impact 4.6-1 of Section 4.6, Land Use, in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR and would not be significant.  Potential impacts 
on aquaculture facilities are analyzed in Section 4.6, Land Use, under Impact 4.6-
2 and are also described in Section 4.16, Other NEPA Analyses, in Volume I of 
this Final EIS/EIR under the socioeconomics section titled Five Dam Removal 
Alternative (Proposed Action).

For more information regarding landowner concerns, see Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-37 

Please see the response to Comment NGO1-1. 
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Response to Comment NGO15-38 

The abandoned access road is shown in Figure 4.9-2 and is known as Old Ranch 
Road.  Access to South Powerhouse and Inskip Diversion Dam from the town of 
Manton would be as follows:  Construction vehicles would first travel south on 
South Powerhouse Road, then east on Hazen Road, then south on Old Ranch 
Road.  This proposed access route would avoid impacts on residents and the 
MLTF by avoiding travel on South Powerhouse Road to a point south of the 
MLTF.

Response to Comment NGO15-39 

The list of Impact Mechanisms in the introduction to Chapter 4, “Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences,” in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR lists construction-related noise from equipment and helicopters, which 
includes vibration from trucks and other construction-related noise. 

Response to Comment NGO15-40 

Please refer to the response to Comment NGO15-38. 

Response to Comment NGO15-41 

New figures are presented in Appendix F that illustrate the construction footprint 
and describe in detail the type of construction activity to take place at each site.  
Liquidated damages may be assessed if the contract duration is exceeded, based 
on actual damages to the government.  For more information regarding 
landowner concerns, see Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-42 

Reclamation considered several alternatives for access to the South Powerhouse 
and South Canal.  It is proposed that these existing roads will be improved where 
appropriate to allow safe passage of construction equipment and vehicles.  It is 
proposed that any damage to existing roads will be repaired.  A discussion of the 
alternatives that were considered, but eventually eliminated, for the access road 
to Inskip Diversion Dam from the South Powerhouse have been added to Chapter 
3 under Project Elements for this site in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 
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Response to Comment NGO15-43 

Old Ranch Road is identified on Figure 4.2-9 and appears to be at least in part on 
Rocky Springs Ranch property. 

Response to Comment NGO15-44 

The traffic counts listed in Table 4.9-3 represent the most current information 
available to Tehama County Public Works and Shasta County Public Works. 

Response to Comment NGO15-45 

A portion of South Powerhouse Road will be used to access the Inskip Diversion 
Dam/South Powerhouse site.  The anticipated route includes South Powerhouse 
to Hazen Road to Old Ranch Road.  Therefore, these roads have been added to 
the traffic analysis assumptions in Section 4.9 and to Tables 4.9-1 and 4.9-5 in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment NGO15-46 

The estimation of 20 construction workers is an average over the project 
construction period.  It does not represent peak numbers. 

Response to Comment NGO15-47 

Figure 4.9-2 shows all allowable access roads that could be used by construction 
crews within the project area.  Updates to Figure 4.9-2 are presented in 
Section 4.9, Transportation, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment NGO15-48 

Manton School Road no longer would be used to access any of the project sites 
as previously indicated in the Draft EIS/EIR.  South Powerhouse Road will be 
used in its place.  Therefore, the new route to the Inskip Diversion Dam/South 
Powerhouse site has been added to Table 4.9-5 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR.  In this table, the number of truck trips previously attributed to Manton 
Road will now take place on the South Powerhouse Road/Hazen Road/Old 
Ranch Road segment.  In determining this count, it was assumed that most traffic 
accessing the South Canal would be via Forward Road/Ponderosa Way. 
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Response to Comment NGO15-49 

Table 4.9-10 lists all public roads that could be used during construction of the 
Restoration Project and does not include private roads. 

Response to Comment NGO15-50 

See the  response to Comment NGO15-38. 

Response to Comment NGO15-51 

The South Powerhouse site will require blasting for tunnel excavation and at the 
two tunnel portals.  Some minor blasting may be required for access road 
construction.  No blasting for dike construction is anticipated.  Blasting would 
likely occur over an 8-month period during the fall and winter months.  Some 
blasting for the fish screen and ladder work, including boulder removal, will be 
required at Inskip Diversion Dam.  This work is anticipated to last 4 months over 
the following summer.  The impact associated with exposure of noise-sensitive 
land uses to blasting is discussed under Impact 4.10-1.  Implementation of the 
mitigation discussed under this impact will reduce the impact to less than 
significant.

Response to Comment NGO15-52 

In addition to Oasis Springs Lodge, this Final EIS/EIR notes that there are 
residences located near the project site that would be considered noise-sensitive 
receptors.  Rocky Springs Ranch was added to the setting discussion in Section 
4.10, Noise, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR as a potentially noise-sensitive 
receptor.  As described in the setting discussion, the Rocky Springs Ranch 
residence is located approximately 2.5 miles from the Inskip Diversion 
Dam/South Powerhouse construction site.  This distance would cause 
construction noises to be attenuated to ambient levels and inaudible at the Rocky 
Springs Ranch residence.  Thus, the impact analysis in Section 4.10, under 
Impacts 4.10-1 and 4.10-2, respectively, does not include Rocky Springs Ranch 
as a potential sensitive receptor to construction noise.

Response to Comment NGO15-53 

Rocky Springs Ranch was added to the setting discussion in Section 4.10, Noise, 
in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR as a potentially noise-sensitive receptor.  As 
described in the setting discussion, the Rocky Springs Ranch residence is located 
approximately 2.5 miles from the Inskip Diversion Dam/South Powerhouse 
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construction site.  This distance would cause construction noises to be attenuated 
to ambient levels and inaudible at the Rocky Springs Ranch residence.  Thus, the 
impact analysis in Section 4.10, under Impacts 4.10-1 and 4.10-2, respectively, 
does not include Rocky Springs Ranch as a potential sensitive receptor to 
construction noise.  For more information about blasting, please see the response 
to Comment NGO15-51.  For more information regarding landowner concerns, 
see Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-54 

Impact 4.10-2 has been updated to clarify which sites are planned to use 
helicopters during construction.  Of all these sites, none are located near noise-
sensitive land uses.  Therefore, the impact on noise sensitive land uses from 
helicopter use is considered to be less than significant.  As noted in Section 4.10, 
under Impact 4.10-2, the overall impact from construction activity is significant.  
Implementation of the mitigation measures presented to address Impact 4.10-2 
would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Response to Comment NGO15-55 

Text has been added under Impact 4.10-2 in Section 4.10, Noise, of the Final 
EIS/EIR that discusses possible helicopter types that may be used for the project 
and the noise levels associated with these helicopters. 

Response to Comment NGO15-56 

As mentioned in the response to Comment NGO15-55, potential helicopter noise 
levels and types have been added to the Impact 4.10-2 discussion in Section 4.10, 
Noise, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.

Noise impacts from construction-related activities along access roads are 
discussed under Impact 4.10-3.  Because the truck noise level would exceed 
Reclamation’s daytime and nighttime construction noise standards of 70 and 
50 dBA, respectively, and would exceed the ambient noise level by more than 
5 dBA, this impact is considered to be significant.  However, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.10-3 would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant 
level.

Response to Comment NGO15-57 

The number of truck trips in Table 4.10-5 is a more detailed breakdown of the 
number of trips listed in Table 4.9-4 for the Inskip Diversion Dam/South 
Powerhouse site.  Therefore, while Table 4.10-5 provides a greater level of detail, 
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the information is captured in Table 4.9-5.  It should be noted that the numbers of 
truck trips in Table 4.10-5 are much higher than those listed in Table 4.9-4.  
Table 4.9-4 is considered to be more accurate.  However, because the number 
estimated in Table 4.10-5 is higher, and therefore, more conservative for 
determining noise impacts, Table 4.10-5 will remain unchanged in Volume I of 
this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment NGO15-58 

Limiting the hours of construction to between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. would 
lengthen the construction period.  In the interest of minimizing the duration of 
construction activities, Reclamation will maintain the specified construction 
schedule.

Response to Comment NGO15-59 

Please see the response to Comment NGO15-38. 

Response to Comment NGO15-60 

The second sentence in Table 4.11-4 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR was 
changed to read shall in place of should.

Response to Comment NGO15-61 

No hazardous materials are anticipated to be found at any of the project sites.  It 
is believed that the dams were constructed of rock and natural materials found on 
site that would not pose a hazardous materials threat to workers or residents.  In 
the event that any hazardous materials are discovered, the construction contractor 
will follow the appropriate protocol.  For more information regarding landowner 
concerns, see Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-62 

During construction, areas will be excavated that might be below the 
groundwater table.  Water may flow into the hole but dewatering measures will 
be implemented to return water to the creek, ensure the stability of the area, and 
ensure that the quality (e.g., turbidity) of the water pumped back into the creek 
meets pollution discharge requirements.  A “still” pond is usually required to 
allow for settlement of suspended particles.  This detention pond will be closely 
monitored to ensure that it does not become a breeding ground for mosquitoes.  
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After construction, all disturbed areas will be graded to prevent ponding and 
reseeded or revegetated in some manner to promote restoration of areas affected 
by the construction.   

Response to Comment NGO15-63 

The SPCP mentioned in the comment is referenced under the Mitigation Measure 
for Impact 4.12-1 in the Draft EIS/EIR.  This plan will be evaluated by 
Reclamation prior to its implementation. 

Response to Comment NGO15-64 

The traffic impacts of the action have been evaluated in Section 4.9 in Volume I 
of this Final EIS/EIR and were found to be less than significant.  Implementation 
of the traffic plan referenced in the comment will be required, in addition to other 
traffic control and road improvements, as a component of the Standards that will 
be a part of the construction contract.  Compliance with these Standards mitigates 
the identified impacts of the increased traffic that would otherwise occur on local 
roads as a result of construction activities to a less-than-significant level.   

Implementation of the traffic component of the Standards will ensure safe traffic 
operations during construction.  Without specification of any potentially 
significant impacts that might occur, Reclamation feels that this comment is 
adequately addressed. 

Response to Comment NGO15-65 

As identified in the joint NEPA/CEQA document and Standards, Reclamation 
will post designated speed signs and require that all construction vehicles adhere 
to the posted speed limits.  Regulation of vehicle speed will be enforced 
according to the Standards.  In addition, government staff will set the example 
for the construction operations.  The speed and other safety requirements will be 
coordinated closely with the landowner, and stipulations would be included in 
any temporary easements that are required.  Reclamation policies for 
construction contracts mandate a rigorous safety program of which 
speeding/traffic control is considered an important element.  Initial safety plans 
are submitted by the contractor for government review and approval.  Regularly 
scheduled “toolbox” briefings are held among contractor staff, and the contractor 
is required to employ a full time safety professional whose duty is to devote 
his/her entire time to accident prevention.  The contractor will be aware of speed 
limits, and Reclamation will make sure they are obeyed.  The contractor will also 
be required to carry liability insurance, and it is common that the landowner be 
named as an additional insured.  The stretch of road in front of the Rocky Springs 
residence and the MLTF facility are not located along the primary access by the 
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construction contractor.  The primary contractor access will be the Old Ranch 
Road.

Response to Comment NGO15-66 

Please see the response to Comment NGO9-13. 

Response to Comment NGO15-67 

An AMP has been created for the Restoration Project and is available at: 

http://calwater.ca.gov/Programs/EcosystemRestoration/EcosystemBattleCreek.shtml. 

In section VI of the plan, a sediment monitoring plan is detailed.  Monitoring will 
begin at least one complete water year prior to dam removal.  The sediment 
monitoring will continue until a determination is made that the majority of the 
sediments once stored behind the dams has been transported downstream and is 
no longer causing significant channel changes either downstream or upstream of 
the site of the former dam.  Therefore, monitoring may continue for more than 
3 years.  Funding for implementation of the AMP is provided by the CALED 
Monitoring Fund, the Water Acquisition Fund, the Adaptive Management Fund, 
and PG&E. 

Response to Comment NGO15-68 

In response to the comment, text has been added to the discussion of Impact 
4.3-1 in Section 4.3, Hydrology, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR that details 
the expected hydrologic and sediment transport processes that would occur 
following the proposed dam removals. 

Response to Comment NGO15-69 

Please see the response to Comment NGO15-23. 

Response to Comment NGO15-70 

The mitigation proposed to lessen the aesthetic impacts on the Oasis Springs 
Lodge is discussed under Impact 4.8-1 and includes reseeding, applying rock-
aging compounds, and monitoring tree-planting sites.  However, implementation 
of the recommended mitigation measure will not reduce the impact to a less-than-
significant level.  The impacts on Oasis Springs Lodge were analyzed because it 
is a business that would affect a large number of people who pay specifically to 
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use the lodge for recreational activities.  For more information regarding 
landowner concerns, see Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-71 

The range of land uses analyzed in Section 4.6, Land Use, in Volume I of this 
Final EIS/EIR includes timber, agriculture, grazing, and private and public uses.  
Recreational land uses are discussed in Section 4.14, Recreation. 

While individual property lines are not included in Appendix F in Volume II of 
this Final EIS/EIR, the figures presented do show the construction footprint at 
each project site and describe the type of activity to take place. 

Response to Comment NGO15-72 

Because Manton is a small town, it is not anticipated that the construction crews 
will stay in Manton during construction of the project.  In addition, the contractor 
will provide waste disposal facilities and other water supply needs for the 
workers at the project sites.   

The various impacts on public services and utilities were discussed in Section 
4.13 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  The impact on fire and police services 
was analyzed under Impact 4.13-1 and was found to be less than significant after 
incorporation of mitigation for Impact 4.13-1.  The impact on hazardous and 
solid waste disposal was analyzed under Impact 4.13-2 and was found to be less 
than significant.  It is mentioned that it is expected that contractors would provide 
self-contained collection facilities and transport the minimal quantities of 
worker-generated solid waste to the appropriate disposal service facilities.  The 
disposal facilities for solid waste in Shasta and Tehama Counties were also 
deemed to have adequate space to handle the waste generated by the project.  The 
impacts on traffic were analyzed under Section 4.9.  In this analysis all impacts 
on traffic were found to be less than significant, and all roadways and roadway 
systems were found to be sufficient for implementation of the Proposed Action. 

Response to Comment NGO15-73 

The Proposed Action is a Restoration Project.  The lead agencies will not 
promote recreational use of the area upon completion of the project. 

Response to Comment NGO15-74 

Please see the response to Comment NGO15-72. 
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Response to Comment NGO15-75 

Please see the response to Comment NGO-15-72. 

Response to Comment NGO15-76 

In Section 4.12 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, it is stated that Section 10 of 
Reclamation’s Standards requires the preparation and implementation of a fire 
prevention plan for each job site.  In addition, the Standards require that the plan 
include provision for fire suppression equipment and, where community fire 
department services are not available, a trained firefighting brigade.  Fire safety 
will be included in the worker environmental education program mentioned 
under the Five Dam Removal Alternative, Environmental Commitments section, 
in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  In addition, the discussion of 
this program lists several topics to be included in the training but does not 
specifically limit the training to these topics.  As identified in the joint 
NEPA/CEQA document, Reclamation will implement the fire plan according to 
the specifications of the Standards. 

Response to Comment NGO15-77 

The level of detail provided in the Draft EIS/EIR is deemed appropriate for an 
analysis of the impacts on environmental resources under CEQA and NEPA.  
The construction contractor will determine the specific location of septic systems 
at the time of construction. For more information regarding landowner concerns, 
see Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-78 

The figure of 360 construction workers involved with the Restoration Project 
constitutes the estimated maximum number of workers during the peak of 
construction.  Mitigation/monitoring and maintenance personnel would be active 
after the completion of construction and would be much fewer in number and 
present much less often.  Details of the monitoring program are discussed in the 
AMP.

Response to Comment NGO15-79 

The 3,000 cy3 of construction waste mentioned under Impact 4.13-2 would come 
from standard construction waste, concrete, litter, and miscellaneous reinforcing 
steel and metal from removal of the dams. 
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Footnote 2 at the bottom of Table 4.9-4 notes that the truck trips include delivery 
of construction materials and equipment, such as concrete, rebar, riprap, gravel, 
mechanical and electric materials, earthmoving equipment, etc., and transport of 
materials to be disposed of or salvaged over the entire construction period (not 
daily). 

Response to Comment NGO15-80 

Restoration Project proposals for Coleman National Fish Hatchery diagnostic 
studies and a Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan were 
submitted to the CBDA in May 2004.  See Master Response C in Chapter 2 of 
this volume for more information on the proposal to develop an adaptive 
management plan for the Coleman National Fish Hatchery.  The USFWS is 
committed to a Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive management plan 
development process that will be as transparent as possible with ample 
opportunity for stakeholder review and participation. 

Response to Comment NGO15-81 

There will be no change in trout or salmon fishing regulations within the 
Restoration Project area.  Please see the response to Comment NGO9-15. 

Response to Comment NGO15-82 

Presently fishery science lacks the ability to reliably predict population 
abundance for each future generation of anadromous fish in the coming decade.  
Many of the factors controlling the productivity of anadromous fish in both 
freshwater and ocean environments cannot be controlled by the Restoration 
Project.  The AMP for the Restoration Project focuses on identifying controllable 
factors that will contribute to attaining the goals of the project.   

Under the Restoration Project, the flow fluctuations that currently occur during 
powerhouse outages would be eliminated in the Inskip and South Reaches.  
Changing the flow regime by stabilizing these flow levels will provide more 
angling opportunities in the Inskip and South reaches.  By isolating the power 
system from the stream, the Restoration Project will also provide a safer 
environment for wading anglers.  Outages occur in the power system at 
unpredictable times and the amount of water that can be discharged into the 
stream can be substantial (e.g., hundreds of cfs).  During normal operations of 
PG&E’s Hydroelectric Project during the fishing season, natural runoff events 
frequently cause spill conditions at Inskip Diversion Dam that are in the range of 
the prescribed instream flow releases for the Restoration Project.  Anglers have 
been observed fishing and wading in the stream at flows in the range of that 
included under the Proposed Action. 
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Response to Comment NGO15-83 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) will not encourage recreational use of 
the project area.  The goal of the Restoration Project is to promote habitat 
restoration for anadromous fish while minimizing the loss of hydropower.  This 
is not a recreation project.  Over the past 3 years BLM has implemented many 
strategies to prohibit inappropriate uses within the Battle Creek watershed, 
including:

placing boulder barriers and gates on and along Coleman Road and closed 
old, unimproved roads leading from Spring Branch Road to the south side of 
Battle Creek, 

prohibiting all motorized vehicles from driving off-road, and 

limiting target shooting to one location on Spring Branch Road.   

These actions have been implemented to minimize impacts on the Battle Creek 
watershed from inappropriate recreational and other human uses.  BLM has no 
plans to “expand recreation use” within the project area, nor does BLM plan to 
further restrict the currently permitted forms of low-impact recreation.  BLM has 
been able to greatly reduce the level of off-road vehicle use; garbage dumping; 
squatting; inappropriate shooting; and nighttime trespassing.  All of the above 
actions help improve the health of the watershed (Williams pers comm.). 

The determination of the navigability of a waterway is made by the Corps.  
Navigable waters are defined as waters that have been used in the past, are now 
used, or are susceptible to use as a means to transport interstate or foreign 
commerce up to the head of navigation.  The current status of Battle Creek is 
non-navigable.  Implementation of the Restoration Project would not change this 
status.

Response to Comment NGO15-84 

The reference to the comment could not be found because page 3-36.1 because 
this page does not exist in the Draft EIS/EIR.  However, in Section 4.6, Land 
Use, the Draft EIS/EIR does state that fishing is allowed only on private land 
with the purchase of trespass rights from the existing landowner. 

Response to Comment NGO15-85 

PG&E allows public fishing as specified in the Battle Creek Project’s FERC 
license and as permitted by DFG Code.  There are many fishing access sites 
within the Battle Creek Hydroelectric Project.  The designated areas 
located within both the Hydroelectric Project and the Restoration Project 
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areas are the Asbury Pump Fishing Access, Cross Country Canal Access, 
and North Battle Creek Fishing Access.

Response to Comment NGO15-86 

Battle Creek is not stocked with hatchery trout within the range of anadromous 
fish described in the Restoration Project MOU (1999).  DFG is not aware of any 
individuals stocking fish in canals within the Restoration Project area.  As 
discussed in the response to Comment NGO9-15, Oasis Springs Lodge currently 
holds a stocking permit to stock trout upstream of the Inskip Diversion Dam; 
however, this permit will expire in December 2006 and would not be renewed 
regardless of whether the Restoration Project is implemented. 

Response to Comment NGO15-87 

Please see the response to Comment NGO9-12. 

Response to Comment NGO15-88 

As the project proponents, the State Water Board and Reclamation feel that 
Chapter 4 is sufficient for the purpose of identifying the environmental resources 
that could potentially be affected by the Proposed Action.  The section on 
General Environmental Protection Measures as it appeared in Section 4.0 of the 
Draft EIS/EIR was renamed Environmental Commitments and moved to Chapter 
3, “Project Alternatives,” in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR to more clearly make 
the measures a requirement of implementation of the project.  Without more 
specific information from the commentor about what is too general or what needs 
to be more specific, it is not possible to address this comment further. 

Response to Comment NGO15-89 

The strategies previously listed in Chapter 4 in the Draft EIS/EIR are now 
considered Environmental Commitments and are listed in Chapter 3 in Volume I 
of this Final EIS/EIR.  As stated in this chapter, all temporary impacts resulting 
from construction of the Restoration Project will be restored.  Some of these sites 
will require continued monitoring as described in Chapter 3 and in Mitigation 
Measure 4.2. 
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Response to Comment NGO15-90 

As mentioned in responses to Comments NGO15-88 and NGO15-89, the General 
Environmental Protection Measures have been moved to Chapter 3 of the Final 
EIS/EIR and are now called Environmental Commitments.  As identified in the 
joint NEPA/CEQA document, these measures will be implemented as part of the 
Proposed Action along with the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 4 in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  Chapter 4 also includes an analysis of the level 
of significance of the environmental impacts before and after the implementation 
of mitigation.  The project proponents feel that the appropriate mitigation has 
been identified to reduce these construction impacts to the maximum extent 
possible.  When analysis revealed that a potentially significant impact could not 
be reduced to a less-than-significant level, it was disclosed that the impact was 
considered to be significant and unavoidable.  For more information regarding 
landowner concerns, see Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-91 

As mentioned under the Five Dam Removal Alternative, Environmental 
Commitments section, in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, the 
development of the worker environmental education program will include, but is 
not limited to:  (1) awareness regarding federal, state, and local environmental 
laws and regulations and permits, as well as the penalties for noncompliance with 
environmental requirements and conditions; (2) threatened and endangered 
species and special-status species, as well as their habitats; (3) cultural resource 
sites; and (4) environmental commitments, mitigation, compensation, and 
restoration.  Upon completion of each training session, each employee will be 
required to sign a statement indicating that he/she has received the training.  For 
more information regarding landowner concerns, see Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-92 

$5.05 million is budgeted for environmental compliance mitigation, maintenance, 
and monitoring related to construction activities.  Copies of the monitoring 
reports will be distributed to landowners who request them. 

Response to Comment NGO15-93 

The construction contractor will be required to comply with the Standards and 
will be penalized accordingly for violations.  For accidental violations, if there is 
no environmental consequence/damage, the offender will be issued a 
reminder/warning, or be trained to prevent another occurrence.  If there is a 
serious consequence/damage, an applicable mitigation measure may be 
implemented.  For intentional violations, the federal government may 
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permanently remove the offender from the project.  The landowner may have 
other recourse of a criminal or civil action nature.   

Response to Comment NGO15-94 

An implementation plan will be completed after each construction contract is 
awarded to a contractor and prior to the beginning of construction at each project 
site.  It is required that the contractor adhere to the overall implementation plan, 
as well the individual items in the implementation plan. 

Response to Comment NGO15-95 

State agencies are required to mitigate impacts resulting in physical changes to 
the environment compared with the baseline conditions, which are defined as 
those existing at the time of the NOP for non-flow-related resources.  Therefore, 
the state lead agency and, if the federal lead agency adopts any appropriate 
mitigation measures, the federal lead agency, would be responsible for 
implementing the mitigation measures proposed as part of the Restoration Project 
in Chapter 4 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  As part of the project, and where 
in accordance with applicable state and federal laws, funding will be provided for 
construction as well as implementation of the proposed mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment NGO15-96 

Restoration Project funds, including the Water Acquisition Fund, are planned to 
be managed by Reclamation.  The Water Acquisition Fund would be 
administered per the direction of the Resource Agencies (DFG, NOAA Fisheries, 
and USFWS) and under an agreement between PG&E and Reclamation.  The 
AMPT would administer the Adaptive Management Fund. 

Response to Comment NGO15-97 

This phrase is not found on page ES-10 in the Draft EIS/EIR; however, it can be 
found on page ES-13, second to last paragraph.  This description is related to the 
Water Acquisition Fund, which is described in the Restoration Project MOU in 
Appendix A in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR (page 40 of the MOU).  The 
MOU states that the period the Water Acquisition Fund is available for flow 
changes will begin 10 years after initiation of the prescribed instream flow.  The 
prescribed instream flow will begin in each reach of Battle Creek at the time the 
installation of a new fish ladder and fish screen at the downstream end of each 
reach is complete.  Any additional water flow changes will not occur until 2026 
when PG&E’s FERC license for the Hydroelectric Project will expire.  Table 23 
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in the AMP outlines who will be responsible for project-related monitoring 
activities.

Response to Comment NGO15-98 

PG&E will be responsible for the 40% for actions resolved by FERC, in which 
PG&E is in the minority opinion (opposing a proposed action expenditure).  The 
Adaptive Management Fund will contribute 60% of any resulting facility 
modifications costs.  

The Adaptive Management Fund will be represented jointly by the Resource 
Agencies, PG&E, and the third party (the Nature Conservancy).  Each party will 
pay for its own participation. 

Response to Comment NGO15-99 

The AMP states that adaptive management actions will comply with NEPA and 
CEQA and provides for input from advisories to the BCWG on AMP actions that 
might be contemplated.  The determination to conduct a public review of an 
action would occur by means of the review process associated with completion of 
an environmental compliance document for that action.  The determination of the 
type of environmental document that would be necessary would depend on the 
action being proposed and how significant it would be considered under the 
guidelines for NEPA and CEQA.

Response to Comment NGO15-100 

The impacts on woody riparian vegetation and associated wildlife habitat are 
discussed under Impact 4.2-1.  This impact was determined to be potentially 
significant.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 would reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level.  Mitigation Measure 4.2-1 includes 
practices to minimize removal and disturbance of riparian habitat and also to 
avoid long-term impacts on woody riparian vegetation and the associated habitat.
Monitoring of the Restoration Project is discussed in the AMP. 

Response to Comment NGO15-101 

Please see the response to Comment NGO15-80. 
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Response to Comment NGO15-102 

Please see the response to Comment NGO15-95. 

Response to Comment NGO15-103 

The Draft EIS/EIR and Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR appropriately 
address the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Action and action 
alternatives.  Where appropriate and feasible, mitigation measures are identified 
to minimize those environmental effects.  Where such measures are not available 
or have been determined to be infeasible, the impacts are described as 
unavoidable. 

Reclamation and PG&E are interested in working with the landowners to discuss 
their concerns about the Restoration Project.  For more information regarding 
landowner concerns, see Master Response F. 

Response to Comment NGO15-104 

Postconstruction monitoring is expected to occur infrequently (from annually to 
every 5 years) and would involve few people at each visit.  Therefore, no effect 
was assessed under CEQA or NEPA.  For more information regarding landowner 
concerns, see Master Response F. 
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Comment Letter NGO16—The Nature Conservancy, 
Mike Roberts (October 15, 2003) 

Response to Comment NGO16-1 

This comment has been noted.  Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 
Nature Conservancy for their support of the Five Dam Removal Alternative. 

Response to Comment NGO16-2 

Please see the response to Comment NGO1-1. 

Response to Comment NGO16-3 

Currently, the Red Bluff Diversion Dam is open from September 15 through May 
15, which is when the majority of spring-run Chinook salmon migrate.  
Additionally, Reclamation and cooperating fish agencies (including DFG, 
USFWS, and NOAA Fisheries) have identified several mandates to improve fish 
passage at the Red Bluff Diversion Dam.  A discussion on the Red Bluff 
Diversion Dam fish passage improvement project has been included in Chapter 6, 
“Related Projects,” in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR under the discussion titled 
Projects That Support the Restoration Project Purpose and Need. 

With respect to future projects that may affect spawning gravel recruitment, no 
activities are known to be located upstream of the project area.  Furthermore, 
Reclamation and the State Water Board are not aware of any new active water 
developments that would affect existing operations and the ability to meet 
standards and criteria to protect Chinook salmon and steelhead. 

Response to Comment NGO16-4 

A detailed AMP is being developed in a parallel process.  The AMP developed 
during the draft stage of this document has been substantially revised or 
reconceived since preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR.  The AMP will, where 
appropriate, include studies and processes to address uncertainty of the initial 
assumptions and confirmation of expected outcomes of project components, such 
as effects of increased flow.  A detailed section in the AMP (Section I.D.) 
directly addresses scientific uncertainties, includes a thorough evaluation of 
initial assumptions, and also validates the use of particular monitoring 
tools/approaches through careful logical development. The AMP for the 



U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 
State Water Resources Control Board 

 Non-Government Organization Comments

Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 

7-84
July 2005

J&S 03035.03

Restoration Project is presented in Appendix C in Volume II of this Final 
EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment NGO16-5 

The AMP incorporated measured data within nearly all of its monitoring 
programs.  Additional monitoring programs have been added to the AMP since 
preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR (please see Sections III.B and III.C for details 
on the AMP’s planned use of measured data in future analyses.  

Each step of the revised AMP identifies responsible parties and funding sources.
For example, the revised AMP now identifies the responsible party and funding 
source under “Responsibility/Funding” within each adaptive management 
objective, Section III.A.1 provides a description of components for adaptive 
management objectives, Section III.D.3 details AMP roles and responsibilities, 
and Section III.D.4 identifies funding responsibilities. 

Response to Comment NGO16-6 

The effects of dam removal and flow changes on sediment transport will be 
addressed through the AMP.  Although effects are likely to be short term, studies 
are currently identified in the sediment monitoring plan included as part of the 
AMP that will document the extent and duration of changes in sediment 
transport, including gravel resources and sediment routing.  Please refer to 
Section III.C.1 of the revised AMP for a description of the sediment monitoring 
studies.  Although changes are likely to have minimal effect on sediment 
conditions in Battle Creek, the information may be helpful in planning future 
projects on other systems. 

Response to Comment NGO16-7 

The AMTT has determined that a significant amount of scientific uncertainty 
exists regarding sediment transport and gravel management in Battle Creek.  As a 
result, the AMTT has developed a focused study and sediment monitoring plan 
considering the management of gravel resources at existing dams a component of 
the Restoration Project.  Please refer to Section II.C.1 of the revised AMP for 
more information. 

The Cumulative Impacts section describes all likely foreseeable future projects.  
No projects have been identified that have the potential to reasonably affect 
recruitment and movement of gravel resources through the stream.  McCumber 
Reservoir is part of the existing baseline and therefore is not included in future 
effects.  It is considered in the overall cumulative impact analysis. 
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Response to Comment NGO16-8 

Reclamation is aware of potential negative effects the Coleman National Fish 
Hatchery may have on the success of the Restoration Project. The Battle Creek 
PMT developed the Proposal to Facilitate and Develop an Adaptive 
Management Plan for Coleman National Fish Hatchery for consideration by 
Greater Battle Creek Watershed Working Group draft dated April 7, 2004. 

The purpose of this proposal is to request CBDA funding to facilitate the 
development of an adaptive management plan for Coleman National Fish 
Hatchery in a process that would:  a) be inclusive of responsible agencies and 
interested stakeholders, b) conform to the goals and objectives of the Restoration 
Project and legally managed hatchery-specific goals and objectives, c) be 
reviewed by the Coleman National Fish Hatchery Technical Panel and other 
principal scientific bodies, and d) include the scoping and prioritization of 
diagnostic studies necessary for Coleman National Fish Hatchery adaptive 
management.

Issues related to Coleman National Fish Hatchery are being addressed through 
separate Section 7 consultations.  Consequently, effects of Coleman National 
Fish Hatchery operations are not addressed in this EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment NGO16-9 

In response to the comment, the mitigation measures to address Impact 4.2-5 in 
Section 4.2 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR have been revised to provide 
additional valley elderberry longhorn beetle protection from Argentine ants 
(Linepithema humile).  Plant stock provided for revegetation or erosion control 
measures should be derived from local stock and free of Argentine ants because 
introduction of this exotic ant is detrimental to valley elderberry longhorn 
beetles, and introduction through revegetation efforts can lead to an increase in 
the ant’s range.   
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Comment Letter NGO17—Pacific Gas and Electric 
Company, Todd Johnson, Project Manager 
(October 15, 2003) 

Response to Comment NGO17-1 

Please see the response to Comment NGO11-2 and Master Response A. 

Response to Comment NGO17-2 

The Battle Creek AMP (Terraqua, Inc. 2004) has been substantially revised, or 
reconceived, since preparation of the Draft EIS/EIR in response to the TRP 
review, to which Comment NGO17-2 refers.  In particular, the AMP was revised 
in response to other scientific reviews by ISB members and by two additional 
scientific technical panels established by the California Bay-Delta Authority (i.e., 
TRP and Coleman Science Panel).  As an adaptive management participant, 
PG&E played an active role in revising the AMP. 

Response to Comment NGO17-3 

Mitigation measures for biological resources were reviewed and modified in 
consultation with DFG and USFWS during the preparation of the Battle Creek 
ASIP.  Updated mitigation measures have been included in this Final EIS/EIR.
A substantial amount of additional detail has been added to the mitigation 
measures for valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat (i.e., elderberry shrubs; 
see Mitigation Measures for Impact 4.2-5), including a description of activities 
that will be allowed by USFWS within a 20- to 100-foot buffer of elderberry 
shrubs.

Response to Comment NGO17-4 

Appendix I in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR has been revised to provide a 
comparison of the measured flows and area-flow estimates from the upstream 
portions of North Fork Battle Creek at North Fork Battle Creek Feeder Diversion 
Dam and South Fork Battle Creek at South Diversion Dam.  Although the PG&E 
daily stage records are complete for many stations below dams on North Fork 
Battle Creek and South Fork Battle Creek, the rating curves used to estimate 
flows are not routinely checked for flows higher than the required FERC 
minimum flows.  Part of the Battle Creek adaptive management approach 
(Terraqua, Inc. 2004) would include accurate ratings and daily flow records for 
the higher flows along North Fork and South Fork Battle Creek.  Monthly flow 



U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, 
State Water Resources Control Board 

 Non-Government Organization Comments

Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/ 
Environmental Impact Report 

7-88
July 2005

J&S 03035.03

estimates, based on the upstream watershed area as a fraction of the U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) flow station at the Coleman National Fish Hatchery, 
provides an adequate basis for comparing the instream flows and hydropower 
diversions for each restoration alternative.   

Response to Comment NGO17-5 

Comment NGO17-5 refers to identifying a funding source for facility 
modifications, should PG&E be the minority opinion in favor of an action.  The 
1999 MOU description of facility modification protocols (Section 9.2.B.3) is not 
clear with respect to this specific case.  Therefore, should such an event take 
place, it would first be resolved through a dispute resolution process for facility 
modification issues, as described in Section 14 of the MOU.  The funding details 
would be resolved before taking the issue to FERC because the MOU identifies a 
process to resolve funding details that does not require FERC’s immediate 
involvement. 

Response to Comment NGO17-6 

This comment has been noted and the minor text edits suggested in the comment 
have been made under the Six Dam Removal Alternative in the Summary of 
Impacts discussion in the Executive Summary in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment NGO17-7 

This comment has been noted and the minor text edits suggested in the comment 
have been made under the Three Dam Removal Alternative in the Summary of 
Impacts discussion in the Executive Summary in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR 
text has been revised as requested. 

Response to Comment NGO17-8 

The assessment is based on the available information.  The habitat analyses 
conducted by Thomas R. Payne and Associates (1998a) considered three resident 
fish—rainbow trout, Sacramento pikeminnow, and smallmouth bass.  Flow-
habitat relationships were developed for rainbow trout and smallmouth bass.  
Information that indicates flow-habitat relationships were developed for suckers 
is not known. 
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Response to Comment NGO17-9 

The Coleman National Fish Hatchery has been reintroducing steelhead into the 
Battle Creek system since 1995 (please see Biological Assessment of Artificial 
Propagation at Coleman National Fish Hatchery and Livingston Stone National 
Fish Hatchery: Program Description and Incidental Take of Chinook Salmon 
and Steelhead Trout prepared by the USFWS Red Bluff Fish and Wildlife Office 
in October 2000 for more information).  Additional information pertaining to 
current and historical steelhead passage has been incorporated into Special Status 
Fish Species—Steelhead in Section 4.1 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  

Response to Comment NGO17-10 

The third paragraph in Selected Species Life Histories—Chinook Salmon, in 
Section 4.1 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, has been corrected to clarify that 
adults spawn in August through October depending on water temperature. 

Response to Comment NGO17-11 

The first paragraph referred to in this comment, which describes the Battle Creek 
watershed, was moved to follow the first paragraph under the Affected 
Environment—Regional Setting section in Section 4.1 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR.

The other paragraph referred to in this comment, which describes substrate sizes 
in the watershed, was moved to precede the paragraph in the same section (Key 
Habitat Quantity) that begins “Rearing habitat area may limit the production of 
juveniles and subsequent adult abundance of some species.”   

Response to Comment NGO17-12 

Factors Affecting Abundance—Key Habitat Quantity in Section 4.1 in Volume I 
of this Final EIS/EIR states that “substrate size ranges from sand to boulder with 
predominantly gravel and cobble throughout the system.”  Sand is not a dominant 
substrate type within the Battle Creek system. 

Response to Comment NGO17-13 

Factors Affecting Abundance—Migration Habitat in Section 4.1 in Volume I of 
this Final EIS/EIR has been corrected to clarify that “seven diversion dams 
partially block passage.” 
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Response to Comment NGO17-14 

A clarification has been made in Factors Affecting Abundance—Migration 
Habitat in Section 4.1 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR to reflect a total of 
48 miles of spawning and rearing habitat restored, including 42 miles of 
spawning and rearing habitat in Battle Creek, and an additional 6 miles of 
spawning and rearing habitat in its tributaries. 

Response to Comment NGO17-15 

Although a comparison of monthly acres of spawning and rearing habitat appears 
simpler on the surface, evaluating the differences between alternatives requires 
inclusion of interaction between the time of year and stream reaches over the life 
stage of each fish species.  The assessment model simulates the interaction, 
including the effects of water temperature.  A text description of the interaction 
among time of year, stream reaches, life stages, and species would be 
substantially more confusing to the reader than the comparison of the simulated 
indices that was provided.  

The purpose of the EIS/EIR is to provide information that the reader can use in 
comparing alternatives, especially comparing them to the No Action Alternative.  
The assessment provided in Section 4.1, Fish, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR 
under Key Habitat Quantity and Predicted Fish Capacity Indices, is based on the 
flow-habitat relationships developed as part of an instream flow study (See Key 
Habitat Quantity in the Methods section) and on the minimum instream flow 
requirements for each alternative.  Habitat area used to calculate capacity indices 
can be found in Appendix H in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR.  The benefit of 
allowing cold spring water to flow to Battle Creek is presented under the section 
on Water Temperature for each alternative. 

Response to Comment NGO17-16 

Flows upstream of the North Battle Creek Feeder Dam would be the same for the 
No Action Alternative and all other alternatives.  The available data (Thomas R. 
Payne and Associates 1998b and Table 4.1-7) do not indicate that Chinook 
salmon could successfully migrate to spawning areas upstream of the Feeder 
Dam, even with improved passage through downstream areas.  In response to this 
information, flow-habitat relationships were not developed for Chinook salmon 
in the reach upstream of the North Battle Creek Feeder Dam.  The best available 
information does not support an alternative conclusion to that included in the 
EIS/EIR.  Monitoring included in the AMP (Appendix C in Volume II of this 
Final EIS/EIR) will provide information for future evaluation of habitat use in the 
Keswick reach by spring- and winter-run Chinook salmon.  
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Response to Comment NGO17-17 

Although flow-habitat relationships were developed for steelhead in the Keswick 
reach, they were not developed for Chinook salmon (Thomas R. Payne and 
Associates 1998a).  Consequently, we currently do not have any information as a 
basis for additional habitat analysis for Chinook salmon.  For more information, 
see the response to Comment NGO17-16. 

Response to Comment NGO17-18 

There is agreement that spring-run Chinook salmon would likely time spawning 
to water temperature conditions.  However, the analysis presented in the EIS/EIR 
takes into consideration all spawning habitat potentially available to the specific 
runs through the entire window of potential spawning.  The numbers provide an 
index of suitability over all spawning habitats during the potential spawning 
period and reflect the change in habitat availability relative to the No Action 
Alternative.  Without indexing to potential habitat area, the survival could be 
assumed the same under all alternatives (i.e., if Chinook salmon spawn only 
when water temperature conditions support survival and survival would be 
100%).  The survival index provides a measure of the potential increase in 
spawning habitat area.  For example, spawning habitat and resulting fry 
production would increase more than 100% for the Five Dam Removal 
Alternative relative to the No Action Alternative (i.e., an increase from 5% 
survival under the No Action Alternative to 12% under the Five Dam Removal 
Alternative).  The survival index also provides relative spawning habitat 
availability and production.  Although conditions improve for winter-run 
Chinook salmon under the Five Dam Removal Alternative, the benefit to winter-
run is restricted to a relatively small proportion of available spawning habitat in 
Battle Creek during the period of possible winter-run Chinook salmon spawning 
(i.e., 12%). 

Response to Comment NGO17-19 

A new Appendix K in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR presents the SNTEMP 
results and describes suitable temperature habitat for the restoration alternatives.
Appendix R, “Water Temperature in the Battle Creek Restoration Area,” also in 
Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR provides a more complete discussion of the 
SNTEMP modeling. 

Response to Comment NGO17-20 

The SNTEMP results and the monthly warming estimates are compared in the 
revised Appendix R in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR.  The warming estimates 
were modified to be a function of the equilibrium temperature, to prevent the 
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extreme warming predicted in the mainstem.  Both the SNTEMP results and the 
monthly warming estimates match the observed warming in recent years, with 
FERC flows below South and Inskip Diversion Dams, and for interim flows of 
35 cfs and FERC flows of 5 cfs below Coleman Diversion Dam. 

Response to Comment NGO17-21 

Table 4.1-10 has been corrected to reflect that the summer stream surface area is 
approximately 110 acres under the No Action Alternative. 

Response to Comment NGO17-22 

Since this comment, PG&E has provided more recent information with respect to 
Section 4.16, Other NEPA Analyses, Socioeconomics.  The most recent 
information has been incorporated into this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment NGO17-23 

In response to the comment, page numbers, headers, and footers have been added 
to Appendix H, “Habitat Assessment Model,” in Volume II of this Final 
EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment NGO17-24 

Flow-habitat information on specific runs is not available; consequently, the 
assessment used in Appendix H, “Habitat Assessment Model for Chinook 
Salmon and Steelhead,” in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR applied the 
information from Thomas R. Payne and Associates (1998a) to all runs of 
Chinook salmon.  The flow-habitat relationships used habitat preference criteria 
developed from observations of substrate, flow velocity, and water depth for fall-
run Chinook salmon in Battle Creek and from available literature (Thomas R. 
Payne and Associates 1998a).  The substrate, velocity, and depth preferences in 
Battle Creek were within the range of preferences observed for Chinook salmon 
in other systems.  However, preferred velocities in Battle Creek were slightly 
lower than those described for Oregon and Idaho data, and depths were slightly 
less.  The lower velocity and depth preferences may reflect the shallow nature of 
Battle Creek and the velocities and depths that are generally available.  In 
addition, spring-run Chinook salmon are generally smaller than fall-run Chinook 
salmon; therefore, fall-run Chinook salmon were assumed to use slightly higher 
velocity and greater depth.  However, the Weighted Usable Area (WUA) curves 
for the runs were similar, and application of either curve would not change the 
conclusion for the analysis of alternatives.  The analysis is based on the best 
available information, and only actual observations of spawning in the future will 
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provide information that can confirm or refute similarity of habitat preference 
criteria for different runs of Chinook salmon that may use habitat in Battle Creek.

Response to Comment NGO17-25 

Although flow-habitat relationships were developed for steelhead in the Keswick 
reach, they were not developed for Chinook salmon (Thomas R. Payne and 
Associates 1998a).  Consequently, we currently do not have any information as a 
basis for additional habitat analysis for Chinook salmon.  See the response to 
Comment NGO17-16. 

There is agreement that spring-run Chinook salmon would likely time spawning 
to water temperature conditions and may not spawn until September and October.
However, the analysis in the EIS/EIR takes into consideration all spawning 
habitat potentially available to the specific runs through the entire window of 
potential spawning.  The numbers provide an index of suitability over all 
spawning habitat during the potential spawning period and reflect the change in 
habitat availability relative to the No Action Alternative.  Please see the response 
to Comment NGO17-18. 

Response to Comment NGO17-26 

Please refer to the response to Comment NGO17-20 for more information on the 
SNTEMP results.

Response to Comment NGO17-27 

In response to the suggestion that the flow per unit area model oversimplified the 
actual behavior of Battle Creek watershed conditions, Appendix I, “Development 
and Assumptions of the Battle Creek Hydrology and Hydroelectric Power 
Model,” was revised to include a more thorough discussion of the daily flows in 
Battle Creek. 

Response to Comment NGO17-28 

Appendix I, “Development and Assumptions of the Battle Creek Hydrology and 
Hydroelectric Power Model,” has been revised to demonstrate the variation in 
runoff in the North Fork Battle Creek and South Fork Battle Creek, and to 
represent actual watershed conditions. 
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Response to Comment NGO17-29 

Appendix I, “Development and Assumptions of the Battle Creek Hydrology and 
Hydroelectric Power Model,” has been revised to describe the limitations of the 
flow per unit area model and the application of the model in the context of the 
alternative evaluation.  See also the response to Comment NGO17-4. 

Response to Comment NGO17-30 

Appendix I, “Development and Assumptions of the Battle Creek Hydrology and 
Hydroelectric Power Model,” text has been revised to clarify the diversion 
quantities for the Volta power plants.  The diversions have a combined capacity 
of 90 cfs, but additional diversion from Millseat Creek increases the Volta flow 
to the 128 cfs capacity during periods of high runoff. 

Response to Comment NGO17-31 

Appendix I, “Development and Assumptions of the Battle Creek Hydrology and 
Hydroelectric Power Model,” text has been modified as suggested to include a 
discussion of the limitations of the flow per unit area modeling approach, and the 
application of the model to evaluate the alternatives in Volume II of this Final 
EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment NGO17-32 

Text in Appendix I, “Development and Assumptions of the Battle Creek 
Hydrology and Hydroelectric Power Model,” has been revised to provide a more 
complete comparison of North Fork Battle Creek and South Fork Battle Creek 
flows to Coleman National Fish Hatchery flows, with a discussion of the 
accuracy of the area-flow monthly streamflow modeling method. 

Response to Comment NGO17-33 

The comment suggests that the example flow calculations between North Battle 
Creek Feeder and Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam, in Appendix I, “Development 
and Assumptions of the Battle Creek Hydrology and Hydroelectric Power 
Model,” are incorrect, particularly the assumed flow inputs from Digger Creek.  
However, the incremental watershed of Digger Creek and other streams between 
North Battle Creek Feeder and Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam is 46 square miles 
(~13% of the Battle Creek watershed).  For the example month of January, this 
represents a flow of 35 cfs.  Thus, Digger Creek and the other streams between 
the two diversion dams are capable of providing large flows.   
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Response to Comment NGO17-34 

Examination of Table I-2, in Appendix I, “Development and Assumptions of the 
Battle Creek Hydrology and Hydroelectric Power Model,” showing the Coleman 
National Fish Hatchery minimum monthly flows indicates that the 50% 
September flow of 217 cfs is lower than the 50% October flow of 230 cfs.  
Although many September and October periods continue the summer recession 
of baseflow, rainfall with some runoff occurs in some years, slightly raising the 
flow values in these months. 

Response to Comment NGO17-35 

The response to this comment assumes that the commentor is referring to 1989 
and 1988 temperatures.  Appendix R, “Water Temperature in the Battle Creek 
Restoration Area,” has been revised.  However, Reclamation has no record of the 
1988 temperatures referred to in the comment.  The original SNTEMP modeling 
was based on the 1989 data only. 

Response to Comment NGO17-36 

Appendix R, “Water Temperature in the Battle Creek Restoration Area,” was 
revised to refer directly to the monthly temperature tables (R-8 through R-18). 
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Comment Letter NGO18—Friends of the River, 
Steven L. Evans, Conservation Director
(October 16, 2003) 

Response to Comment NGO18-1 

The statement that private ownership of land bordering Battle Creek discourages 
potential human impacts on recovered species is meant as a relative comparison 
to opening the land to public uses.  The majority of the private land uses are 
residential, meaning that the number of people with direct access to the creek is 
limited. 

Response to Comment NGO18-2 

Bullet item number six in the list of Project Objectives in the Executive 
Summary as presented in the Draft EIS/EIR states that a project objective is to 
“restore stream function by structural improvements in the transbasin diversion to 
provide a stable habitat and guard against false attraction of anadromous fish 
away from their migratory destinations.”  This information has been carried into 
Volume II of the Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment NGO18-3  

The four action alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR include a reasonable 
range of alternatives as required by both CEQA and NEPA.  NEPA defines the 
range of reasonable alternatives to be those that feasibly may be carried out based 
on technical, economic, environmental, and other factors.  If an alternative has 
been eliminated from detailed study, the EIS must briefly discuss the reason for 
its elimination [40 CFR 1502.14 (a)].  CEQA states that an EIR need only 
examine in detail the alternatives that the lead agency determines feasibly could 
attain most of the basic objectives of the project, are ostensibly feasible, and 
would avoid or substantially lessen at least one of the significant environmental 
effects of the project (State CEQA Guidelines sec. 15126.6[f]).  Although the 
other Restoration Project action alternatives were not selected (No Dam 
Removal, Six Dam Removal, and Three Dam Removal Alternatives), they are all 
considered to be feasible alternatives under CEQA and NEPA and would meet 
the project objectives and purpose and need of the Restoration Project as defined 
in the section entitled Project Objectives in Chapter 2 in Volume II of this Final 
EIS/EIR.

Alternative 6, as identified in the public scoping process, includes the removal of 
all hydroelectric dams and appurtenant facilities (except the two Volta 
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Powerhouses) below the natural fish passage barriers on Battle Creek.  Through 
public scoping and interagency alternatives development discussions, 
Alternative 6 was eliminated from further consideration because it did not meet 
the Restoration Project purpose of minimizing the loss of clean and renewable 
energy produced by the Hydroelectric Project.   

Removal of all structures below the two Volta powerhouses would likely have 
rendered the remaining portion of the Hydroelectric Project uneconomic for 
PG&E to operate, thereby requiring the entire Hydroelectric Project (including 
those portions above the natural barriers) to be decommissioned.  The total 
capacity of the Battle Creek Hydroelectric Project, which consists of five 
powerhouses, is 36,056 kW.  If, as described in Alternative 6, three of these 
powerhouses were decommissioned, approximately 75%, or 26,550 kW, would 
be eliminated.  The lost generating capacity would shut down the entire 
Hydroelectric Project because the cost to maintain the remaining facilities could 
not be recovered by the revenue received for the reduced power generation.  
Consequently, partial decommissioning as formulated in the alternative likely 
would lead to a full decommissioning of the complete Hydroelectric Project, 
including those facilities above the natural barriers.  Therefore, Alternative 6 
does not meet the project objective to minimize the loss of clean and renewable 
energy produced by the Hydroelectric Project. 

In addition, the cost of implementing Alternative 6 was significantly higher than 
that of the Proposed Action.  In 2004, a group of economists conducted an 
economic analysis comparing the implementation costs of several alternatives 
with the Five Dam Removal Alternative at the request of the California 
Resources Agency.  This analysis determined the cost of implementing 
Alternative 6 to be $165 million compared with $128 million for the Five Dam 
Removal Alternative.   

For the reasons described above, Alternative 6 was eliminated from further 
consideration and was not analyzed in the EIS/EIR at the same level of detail as 
those alternatives that were deemed to be feasible and to meet the Restoration 
Project’s objectives.  This information is also presented in Chapter 3 under the 
heading Alternative 6 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment NGO18-4 

Discussion of the No Action Alternative has been presented in the Draft EIS/EIR 
to meet the requirements of NEPA and CEQA (40 C.F.R 1502.14[c] and CEQA 
Guidelines secs. 15125, 15126.6[e]).  Although the No Action Alternative 
usually does not meet the project purpose and need, its inclusion in an EIS is 
required by NEPA as a basis for comparison.  Similarly, the purpose of 
evaluating the No-Project Alternative under CEQA is to allow decision-makers 
the opportunity to compare impacts of approving a project with impacts of not 
approving a project.  Compliance with the CESA and ESA and CWA regulations 
that are appropriate for this project does not involve discussion of a No Action 
Alternative.  Reclamation is confident discussion of the No Action Alternative in 
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the Draft EIS/EIR is consistent with the CALFED Program goals and objectives 
and is unaware of any conflicts with California’s public trust doctrine.   

Response to Comment NGO18-5 

While the commentor is correct in stating that a Facility Monitoring Plan would 
not be required because there would be no fish screen or ladder facilities to 
maintain, Alternative 6 would still require an adaptive management plan for 
monitoring salmon and steelhead recovery in the project area.  Implementation of 
Alternative 6 would also result in the requirement for an Adaptive Management 
Fund.  In addition, a Water Acquisition Fund may also be necessary because 
adequate instream flows would still need to be maintained to ensure the recovery 
of Chinook salmon and steelhead in Battle Creek. 

Response to Comment NGO18-6 

Although the analyzed action alternatives (the No Dam, Three Dam, and Six 
Dam Removal Alternatives) may have slightly less biological benefit than would 
result from “fully restoring fish passage, fish flows, and historical habitat” 
(presumably under Alternative 6 or the Eight Dam Removal Alternative), the 
analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR, Section 4.1, Fish, provides a comparative 
evaluation of the salmon and steelhead restoration benefit of these alternatives.  
In general, this analysis indicates that implementation of any of the action 
alternatives would create substantial biological benefits for Chinook salmon and 
steelhead by improving flows and fish passage.  These alternatives have been 
included in the NEPA/CEQA analysis because they meet the project purpose and 
need and objectives, are feasible, and would improve biological conditions in 
Battle Creek.  Although Reclamation is not currently considering these 
alternatives as the Proposed Action and is not currently pursuing ESA or CWA 
compliance for these alternatives, it is conceivable that one of the other action 
alternatives could be authorized under the ESA by incorporating the appropriate 
conservation measures to avoid, minimize, or compensate for adverse effects on 
special-status species.  Similarly, it is not clear that these alternatives would not 
meet CWA requirements.  Compliance with ESA and the CWA does not require 
a specific level of restoration to meet the letter and spirit of the law.  Reclamation 
believes that evaluating these alternatives in the Draft EIS/EIR is consistent with 
CBDA ERP goals because any one of these alternatives would:  (1) contribute to 
recovery of Chinook salmon and steelhead, (2) improve natural process flows on 
Battle Creek, (3) potentially enhance Chinook salmon and steelhead populations, 
(4) restore historical Battle Creek habitat, and (5) improve Battle Creek water 
quality by increasing minimum streamflows.  Reclamation is unaware of any 
conflicts with California’s public trust doctrine. 
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Response to Comment NGO18-7 

Please refer to response to Comment NGO18-6, above. 

Response to Comment NGO18-8 

Please refer to response to Comment NGO18-6, above. 

Response to Comment NGO18-9 

The text under the section titled Key Issues and Areas of Potential Controversy 
on page ES-25 has been updated to include the issues raised by the commentor.   

As stated in the discussion of cumulative impacts on water quality at the end of 
Section 4.4, “Water Quality,” no other projects could result in a cumulative 
decline in Battle Creek water quality (including the proposed Lassen Lodge 
Hydropower Project).  No significant water quality changes would result from 
the project.  Although temperatures in the diverted portion of the stream might 
increase slightly, temperatures downstream of the hydropower facility will likely 
remain the same as those observed prior to the project’s implementation.

Response to Comment NGO18-10 

The Five Dam Removal Alternative was previously identified as the 
Environmentally Preferred Alternative because the benefits of implementing this 
alternative were similar to those that would be achieved under the Six Dam 
Removal Alternative.  However, with incorporation of the new impacts identified 
in the Draft Supplemental EIS/Revised EIR relating to MLTF and the resulting 
mitigation that would be required, the Six Dam Removal Alternative has been 
identified as the Environmentally Preferred Alternative.  The Executive 
Summary and Chapter 7, Summary, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR have been 
updated to reflect this change. 

As mentioned in Chapter 3 under the heading Alternative 6 in Volume I of this 
Final EIS/EIR, Alternative 6 was eliminated from further consideration, and 
therefore, was not analyzed as one of the Action Alternatives.  

Response to Comment NGO18-11 

The process of signing the original Battle Creek MOU was limited to the public 
resource agencies because the purpose of the MOU was ultimately to assign 
responsibilities for financial support and implementation of the proposed 
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activities.  This process was appropriate for the resource agencies because they 
are charged with the responsibility of funding and implementing many of these 
actions as public government organizations. 

The project proponents appreciate the recognition of their efforts to include the 
public in the process, but recognize that there will naturally be areas that generate 
public concern.  Areas of Potential Controversy are discussed in Section 4.17 in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  Reclamation has attempted to address these 
concerns through various public meetings and has disclosed them when possible 
in this Final EIS/EIR.   

Response to Comment NGO18-12 

The discussion of Ecological Restoration Considerations, in Chapter 2 in 
Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, includes the subsections titled Instream Flow, 
Flow Management, Passage, Restoration of Stream Function, and Adaptive 
Management.  False attraction is discussed in detail under the subhead titled 
Restoration of Stream Function. 

Response to Comment NGO18-13 

The proposed modifications to the Hydroelectric Project, i.e., construction of the 
new tailrace connectors and penstock bypasses at South and Inskip Powerhouses, 
would capture and convey North Fork and South Fork Battle Creek waters to 
eliminate mixing in all reasonably foreseeable conditions.  The modifications 
have been designed such that mixing might occur for brief periods during rare 
events such that straying and false attraction of fish is minimal.  Details of the 
specific conditions that the modifications are designed to handle were not 
completely detailed in the Draft EIS/EIR.  However, these details are described 
in Reclamation’s Concept Design Report, Dam Removals and Hydropower 
Facility Modifications, dated June 2001 (Bureau of Reclamation 2001a).  
Pertinent information for the South Powerhouse project site is found on pages 18 
through 21 of that report.  Similar information for the Inskip Powerhouse project 
site is found on pages 34 through 37 of that report.  A brief summary description 
for each site follows. 

South Powerhouse.  Because the existing penstock bypass spillway at this site 
already discharges into the powerhouse tailrace channel, a single combined 
structure (i.e., the tailrace connector would consist of closing off the peninsula 
adjacent to the South Powerhouse and diverting water into a new tunnel) would 
provide the necessary separation of the waters.  The proposed tunnel is designed 
to handle 165 cfs, which is less than the original 222 cfs supplied to the 
powerhouse.  This reduced flow is attributable to the removal of South 
Diversion Dam, South Canal, and Soap Creek Feeder Diversion Dam, which 
would no longer contribute flows to South Powerhouse totaling more than 100 
cfs.  The Cross Country Canal would continue to deliver water to an expected 
maximum of up to 168 cfs, which would provide an allowance for large 
precipitation events.  Because of this reduced flow, it is expected that the bypass 
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spillway would operate infrequently.  Additional modifications proposed for this 
site include three new structures that would allow discharge of mixed waters 
into the South Fork.  Immediately upstream of the tunnel inlet, an uncontrolled 
(not gated) low water crossing/wasteway would allow an emergency release of 
water out of the new tailrace into South Fork Battle Creek in the event of a 
tunnel closure (e.g., tunnel collapse or trashracks clogged with debris).  
Upstream of this wasteway, a second structure, a bypass culvert, equipped with 
stoplogs would allow the planned release of water out of the tailrace into South 
Fork Battle Creek in the event that maintenance or repairs to the tunnel or Inskip 
Canal are needed.  The third structure is an emergency wasteway located 
downstream of the tunnel outlet positioned on Inskip Canal.  This wasteway 
would operate only rarely and only for a few minutes in the event of excessive 
water entering the canal from the diversion point at Inskip Diversion Dam and 
through the tunnel.   

Inskip Powerhouse.  At this project site, the existing penstock bypass spillway 
discharges into South Fork Battle Creek several hundred feet upstream of the 
Inskip Powerhouse discharge area.  The most cost-effective arrangement to 
capture and convey Eagle Canyon Canal and Inskip Canal flows to Coleman 
Canal is to construct a separate tailrace connector and a penstock bypass.  The 
future amount of water to be supplied to Inskip Powerhouse would remain the 
same as current conditions (approximately 293 cfs).  The design capacity of the 
tailrace connector (a buried 84-inch-diameter reinforced concrete pipe) is 
300 cfs.  To divert powerhouse flows into the new pipe, the tailrace outlet for 
Inskip Powerhouse would be blocked with a vertical slide gate.  Under normal 
conditions this slide gate would be closed.  However, in the event of an 
emergency, the gate may be opened, which would release mixed water into 
South Fork Battle Creek.  The penstock bypass system consists of an overflow 
wasteway situated on Eagle Canyon Canal that diverts water into a buried, 
reinforced concrete pipe.  The design capacity of the penstock bypass is 340 cfs.  
This additional 40-cfs capacity above the powerhouse capacity is to 
accommodate large precipitation events and potential operational mismatches 
that might potentially overcharge the canal.  The inlet to the existing bypass weir 
would be blocked with a flashboard structure to prevent flows down the existing 
bypass channel. 

Response to Comment NGO18-14 

Reclamation and the State Water Board have defined the goal of the Restoration 
Project to be to restore habitat for anadromous fish while minimizing the loss of 
hydroelectric power.  Hydroelectric power is a clean and renewable energy 
source.  Hydropower, by definition, is a renewable resource because it is 
produced from water, which is an elemental, natural, and recurrent resource.  As 
is the case with wind and solar power, the energy source for hydropower is 
essentially infinite and is not depleted during the production of electricity.

Response to Comment NGO18-15 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-13. 
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Response to Comment NGO18-16 

This comment is related to the intent of the penstock bypass systems, and 
inquires whether the Restoration Project would eliminate all bypass situations, or 
just reduce its occurrence to inconsequential levels.   

The intent of the penstock bypass systems at South and Inskip Powerhouses is 
not expressly stated in the MOU.  However, the tailrace connector and penstock 
bypass systems at South and Inskip Powerhouses have been designed to capture 
and convey the mixed waters contained in the canals and to eliminate mixing of 
these waters with South Fork Battle Creek in all reasonably foreseeable 
operational conditions.  The modifications to the Hydroelectric Project have been 
designed such that mixing might occur only for brief periods during rare events 
so that straying and false attraction of fish is minimized.  

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-13 for additional information on 
facilities that would be constructed at South and Inskip Powerhouses to prevent 
the mixing of water from PG&E’s canals with South Fork Battle Creek.

Response to Comment NGO18-17 

Reclamation and the State Water Board agree that there would be no need for a 
facility monitoring plan if there were no fish screens or ladders in Battle Creek.  
However, as described in the response to Comment NGO18-5, there would still 
be a need for the AMP, Adaptive Management Fund, and Water Acquisition 
Fund under Alternative 6.  Alternative 6 was eliminated from further 
consideration and, therefore, was not evaluated in the EIS/EIR as an action 
alternative.

Response to Comment NGO18-18 

The text in Chapter 2 under the section Operation and Maintenance, in Volume I 
of this Final EIS/EIR, addresses the general understanding that reliability of 
operations and maintenance is an important consideration for any hydroelectric 
facility, regardless of which action alternative is chosen as the Proposed Action.
This information is provided for background.  In addition, as mentioned under 
Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration in Chapter 3 in Volume I of 
this Final EIS/EIR, Alternative 6 was eliminated from further consideration and, 
therefore, was not evaluated in this EIS/EIR as an action alternative. 

Response to Comment NGO18-19 

It is unclear what the commentor means by “regulatory certainty”; however, 
Reclamation and the State Water Board will comply with the required regulations 
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when implementing the Proposed Action (i.e., the Five Dam Removal 
Alternative).

As explained in Chapter 3 under Alternatives Eliminated from Further 
Consideration in Volume I of this EIS/EIR and the response to Comment 
NGO18-3, Alternative 6 was eliminated from further consideration because it 
would not meet the Restoration Project’s objective to minimize the loss of clean 
and renewable hydroelectric power.  Additionally, Alternative 6 was determined 
not to be feasible because the cost to implement Alternative 6 would be too great.  
Therefore, this alternative was not evaluated in this EIS/EIR.  It is also uncertain 
whether implementation of Alternative 6 would result in fewer adverse 
environmental effects or increased biological benefits compared with the Five 
Dam Removal Alternative.   

Response to Comment NGO18-20 

As explained in Chapter 3 under Alternatives Eliminated from Further 
Consideration in Volume I of this EIS/EIR and the response to Comment 
NGO18-3, Alternative 6 was eliminated from further consideration because it did 
not meet the Restoration Project of minimizing the loss of clean and renewable 
energy produced by the Hydroelectric Project.  Therefore, the PMT decided not 
to evaluate this alternative in the EIS/EIR.  It is also uncertain whether 
implementation of Alternative 6 would result in fewer adverse environmental 
effects or enhanced benefits compared with the Five Dam Removal Alternative.  
In addition, removal of all the appurtenant hydroelectric project facilities, as 
proposed by Alternative 6, would require extensive construction that could result 
in even greater temporary impacts than from the implementation of the Five Dam 
Removal Alternative.   

As mentioned in the response to Comment NGO18-5, implementation of 
Alternative 6 would still require an AMP for monitoring the future success of the 
Restoration Project.  An Adaptive Management Fund and Water Acquisition 
Fund may also be necessary to provide funds for the AMP and to guarantee 
minimum instream flows in dry years.  Therefore, implementation of 
Alternative 6 would not necessarily release funding earmarked for the Adaptive 
Management Fund or Water Acquisition Fund for other Restoration Project 
activities.

Response to Comment NGO18-21 

This comment expresses concern that the 11 spillways currently existing along 
South Canal, which are designed to prevent overcharging of the canal, may 
continue to allow mixing of North Fork and South Fork Battle Creek waters 
during large precipitation events.  The 11 spillways along South Canal would not 
lead to continued water mixing and fish straying because the Proposed Action 
involves abandoning South Canal.  The canal would stop being used to divert 
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water to the South Powerhouse.  Therefore, “mixed waters” would not enter 
South Fork Battle Creek from these spillway locations.  After implementing the 
Restoration Project, water from upslope runoff that had previously been captured 
by South Canal would now flow directly into South Fork Battle Creek. 

Response to Comment NGO18-22 

This comment inquires as to how often “bypass spilling” situations would occur 
at South Powerhouse that might result in discharge of “mixed waters” into South 
Fork Battle Creek.  The comment is not clear as to whether it refers to conditions 
under the current Hydroelectric Project, or after the Restoration Project is 
completed. 

“Bypass spilling” at South Powerhouse under the current Hydroelectric Project is 
a common occurrence and occurs more often during certain times of the year.  
Under current conditions, all flows enter the tailrace channel below the South 
Powerhouse discharge structure and continue downstream a few hundred feet 
farther to join South Fork Battle Creek.  However, under the Proposed Action, 
the peninsula area would be raised and the tailrace channel would be blocked.  
Flows from both the South Powerhouse discharge and from the bypass spills 
would be directed into a tunnel that would convey these flows directly into Inskip 
Canal.

Comment NGO18-22 identifies four conditions that would result in bypass spills 
under the current Hydroelectric Project:  1) scheduled shutdowns, 2) unscheduled 
shutdowns, 3) flow mismatches, and 4) precipitation events.  

Condition 1.  PG&E-scheduled shutdowns of the Hydroelectric Project 
typically occur each year during the winter.  Duration of these shutdowns can 
be from 1 day to several weeks.  Near the Inskip Diversion Dam/South 
Powerhouse site, PG&E might choose to continue to convey water through 
the Cross Country and South Canals and spill water over the bypass.  This 
water then flows into South Fork Battle Creek and is diverted by Inskip 
Diversion Dam into Inskip Canal to allow continued power production at 
Inskip Powerhouse.

Condition 2.  Unscheduled shutdowns of the Hydroelectric Project can occur 
as a result of equipment problems at South Powerhouse, such as problems 
involving the regional power grid or stemming from severe weather (e.g. 
lightning strike).  These conditions are unpredictable but typically occur 
several times each year, vary in duration from hours to several days, and can 
occur at any time of the year.   

Condition 3.  Flow mismatches typically occur when electrical output on the 
powerhouse is manually varied in order to test or troubleshoot the unit.  For 
example, if electrical output is reduced significantly on the powerhouse, this 
reduces water flow to the powerhouse, and the existing flow from the Cross 
Country Canal, which contains North Fork Battle Creek water, will now be 
too great for the powerhouse to handle.  This additional water would be 
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released over the bypass spillway into the South Powerhouse tailrace and into 
South Fork Battle Creek.  This type of flow mismatch occurs approximately 
two to four times per year.  Additional flow mismatches will occur when 
South Powerhouse is started up and the bypass spillway is already releasing 
water.  Upon startup, water begins flowing through the powerhouse and 
because of different travel times of the water from the bypass spillway and 
the powerhouse, the water from the bypass spillway and the powerhouse 
reaches Inskip Diversion at a rate that can temporarily exceed the capacity of 
Inskip Canal.  The excess water will spill at Inskip Diversion and back into 
South Fork Battle Creek until the temporary flow mismatch passes.  This 
occurs within minutes.  Bypass spillway and powerhouse discharge flow 
mismatches occur each time the powerhouse is started up and happen 
approximately 6 times per year.  

Condition 4.  Flow mismatches also can occur as a result of changing flow 
conditions in the creeks (e.g., diurnal changes, warm and cold weather 
changes, snow melting patterns, and associated runoff).  PG&E system 
operators make adjustments at the diversion points as necessary to respond to 
these changes and operate the Hydroelectric Project as efficiently as possible.  
However, there is no way of knowing the actual flow changes precisely, so 
the adjustments made at the diversion points are based on operators’ 
experience, weather forecasts, runoff patterns, and analyzing local field 
conditions.  Therefore, the adjustments made at the diversion points are 
based on the best available information, but never exactly match changing 
flow conditions in the creeks.  The result can be a bypass spill of North Fork 
Battle Creek water into South Fork Battle Creek.  These types of flow 
mismatches usually occur only during the heavy runoff periods that occur 
during the spring. 

Response to Comment NGO18-23 

New text has been added to Chapter 3 to clarify that Alternative 6 was considered 
during the public scoping process but was removed from further consideration 
(see the discussion Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration in 
Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR). 

Response to Comment NGO18-24 

As explained under Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration in 
Chapter 3 in Volume I of this EIS/EIR and the response to Comment NGO18-3, 
Alternative 6 was eliminated from further consideration because it did not meet 
the Restoration Project’s objective to minimize the loss of clean and renewable 
hydroelectric power.  Additionally, Alternative 6 was determined not to be 
feasible because the cost of implementing Alternative 6 would be too great.  
Therefore, this alternative was not evaluated in this EIS/EIR and was not 
considered as an action alternative by the lead agencies. 
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Because Alternative 6 was not evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR, an assessment of 
the construction requirements, engineering specifications, and potential impacts 
and benefits associated with this alternative was not conducted.  Therefore, it is 
uncertain whether implementation of Alternative 6 would result in fewer adverse 
environmental effects or enhanced benefits compared with the Five Dam 
Removal Alternative.  Removal of all the appurtenant Hydroelectric Project 
facilities, as proposed by Alternative 6, would require extensive construction that 
could result in even greater temporary impacts than from the implementation of 
the Five Dam Removal Alternative.  For example, a new access road to the North 
Battle Creek Feeder Diversion Dam would likely still be required under 
Alternative 6 because it would be the most cost-effective means to bring 
equipment down to the site to remove the dam and appurtenant facilities.   

Response to Comment NGO18-25 

The Six Dam Removal Alternative is similar to the Five Dam Removal 
Alternative, except that it also proposes the decommissioning of Eagle Canyon 
Diversion Dam.  Based on the analysis conducted in Chapter 4, “Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences,” in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR, it was determined that the benefits of implementing the Six Dam 
Removal Alternative were not substantially greater than those achieved under the 
Proposed Action.  This information is presented in Section 4.1, Fish and depicted 
graphically in Figures 4.1-2 through 4.1-9. 

The analysis in Chapter 4 also demonstrated that although there are some 
differences between the two alternatives with respect to environmental impacts, 
these differences were not substantial.  While there would be fewer impacts 
under the Six Dam Removal Alternative with respect to the risk of spreading the 
IHN virus to other fisheries, California waters, and/or waters of the United 
States, these impacts are fully mitigated under the Five Dam Removal 
Alternative by implementing the proposed mitigation measures for Impact 4.1-8, 
discussed in Section 4.1, Fish, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.  Removal of 
the Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam would also constitute a significant and 
unavoidable impact on cultural resources. 

Another difference between the two alternatives is the degree of adaptive 
management capability afforded under the Five Dam Removal Alternative.  By 
leaving the diversion dam in place, it would be possible to adaptively manage 
flows for the benefit of spawning salmon and steelhead below the dam.  This 
capability would not be possible under the Six Dam Removal Alternative.  
Furthermore, failsafe, state-of-the-art fish screens and fish ladders are being 
proposed under the Five Dam Removal Alternative.  These facilities have been 
approved by the resource agencies and are expected to promote the safe passage 
of fish as well as what would occur under the Six Dam Removal Alternative. 

Based on a cost analysis conducted by a group of economists at the request of the 
California Resources Agency, the cost of removing the Eagle Canyon Dam was 
determined to be approximately $10 million (for more information please see 
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Master Response B).  Because of the increased cost and the fact that there were 
not significantly greater benefits or fewer environmental impacts under the Six 
Dam Removal Alternative, there is not a substantially greater cost-benefit ratio 
from removing Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam.  For more information, see the 
response to NGO6-1 and Master Response B. 

Response to Comment NGO18-26 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-24. 

Response to Comment NGO18-27 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-24. 

Response to Comment NGO18-28 

Many factors were considered in the selection of which dams would be removed.  
These include: 

satisfaction of Restoration Project objectives, 

ease of access, 

proximity to other PG&E facilities, and 

the potential risks. 

In order to meet the project objective of minimizing the loss of power generated 
by the Hydroelectric Project, not every dam could be removed.  Therefore, dams 
closer to the Manton Service Center (Eagle Canyon, Inskip, and North Battle 
Creek Feeder Diversion Dams) or dams that were relatively easier to access 
(Inskip Diversion Dam) were deemed more suitable for fitting with screens and 
ladders.  In addition, the potential risks of removing the Inskip Diversion Dam 
were also considered.  One concern was that down cutting of the stream/reservoir 
bed could reduce the stability of the stream bank and adjacent lands.  Adjacent 
lands in the down-cutting zone support foundations for South Powerhouse 
facilities (tailrace) and possibly some Oasis Spring Lodge facilities.  Another 
concern of removing the dam was that a natural fish passage barrier could be 
buried under the reservoir sediment.  However, this is unlikely as the fish ladder 
was originally constructed in the early 1900s at a time when such requirements 
were associated with damming passable stream reaches.  Although the stream 
reach may be considered passable, the conditions might be such that a fish ladder 
would be considered more easily passable.  The box canyon conditions in the 
area of the dam site indicate that there could be the kind of steep, narrow, 
boulder-studded stream reach buried under the reservoir that would difficult for 
fish to pass through compared to a fish ladder. 
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As mentioned above and discussed in detail in Chapter 3 under the heading, 
Alternative 6, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR, Alternative 6 was removed 
from further consideration because it did not meet the basic project objective of 
minimizing the loss of hydropower generated by the Hydroelectric Project.  For 
more information regarding the consideration of which dams to remove, see 
Master Response B. 

Response to Comment NGO18-29 

The new structures proposed at the Inskip Canal Wasteway offer greater flow 
control and reliability than the existing structures.  In addition, wasteway flows 
would be required for emergency use. 

Response to Comment NGO18-30 

Mixing of flows from North Fork Battle Creek and South Fork Battle Creek 
would occur only during emergency overflows or periodic maintenance. 

Response to Comment NGO18-31 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-24. 

Response to Comment NGO18-32 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-5. 

Response to Comment NGO18-33 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-5. 

Response to Comment NGO18-34 

The Bluff Springs/Hazen Ditch Users Association and PG&E both have rights 
for water from Bluff Springs.  The agreement between the two parties recognizes 
the association’s senior right to the first two cfs of water.  Under this agreement, 
both parties have certain rights and obligations.  PG&E, as the junior water user, 
has the responsibility to maintain its diversion structure in a manner to ensure 
that the association always receives 2 cfs.  As PG&E’s successor, DFG will be 
subject to the same rights and obligations that PG&E currently holds. 
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Alternative 6 was not considered as an alternative for the Restoration Project.  In 
the event that any other alternative would be chosen other than the Preferred 
Alternative, water rights would have to be negotiated under that alternative.

Response to Comment NGO18-35 

Please see the response to NGO18-5. 

Response to Comment NGO18-36 

Please see the response to NGO18-5.

Response to Comment NGO18-37 

As discussed in the response to Comment NGO18-14, the energy produced by 
the Hydroelectric Project is considered clean and renewable in comparison to 
other energy sources such as fossil fuels.  The reference to federal energy policy 
obstacles was removed from the section on Alternative 6 in Chapter 3 in Volume 
I of this Final EIS/EIR.  As described in the revisions to Chapter 3, Alternatives 
Eliminated from Further Consideration, Alternative 6, PG&E has indicated that 
according to an analysis of the costs of procuring replacement energy, it would 
cost less to purchase replacement energy than to continue to run the remaining 
facilities of the Hydroelectric Project.  Therefore, it would be in the best interest 
of PG&E’s electricity consumers to obtain the lower-cost electricity through 
power purchases, and the remaining Volta 1 and 2 powerhouses would be closed.  
A more complete description of how the cost of replacement energy was 
calculated is available under the section discussing the Eight Dam Removal 
Alternative, Alternative B.  In addition, the costs associated with implementation 
of Alternative 6 are shown in Table 3-9 under the heading Alternative A.  
Additional information regarding the calculation of replacement energy is 
presented in Section 4.16, under the section Power Generation and Economics.  
Socioeconomic effects are also discussed in Section 4.16 in Volume I of this 
Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment NGO18-38 

Presently, fishery science lacks the ability to reliably predict population 
abundance for each future generation of anadromous fish in the coming decade 
(see response to Comment NGO15-82).  However, the Draft EIS/EIR includes 
general goals from the Anadromous Fish Restoration Plan (U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service 2001a). 
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The Draft EIS/EIR concludes that there will not be a significant difference in the 
population level response of salmon and steelhead as a result of passage impacts 
associated with retaining or removing a dam.  The analysis is based on a 
population-level response rather than an individual level, consistent with the 
requirements of the ESA.  The general reason the proposed fish screens and fish 
ladders are not expected to cause an adverse affect on the population level is that 
the dams in Battle Creek are small relative to the stream channel morphology and 
the fish ladders and screens are large.  More importantly, the fish screens and fish 
ladders meet or exceed the standards and criteria required for screens and ladders 
throughout the state of California.  Similar installations of modern screens and/or 
ladders on streams have been granted approvals under the ESA that the facilities 
will protect the species at the population level.  Any problems that may arise with 
the fish screens or ladders would occur for a limited amount of time and would 
not affect the population as a whole. 

Response to Comment NGO18-39 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-3. 

Response to Comment NGO18-40 

As indicated in Chapter 2 in Volume I of this Final EIR/EIS, tailrace connectors 
and failsafe fish ladders will be constructed and installed to increase certainty 
about restoration components.  A failsafe fish ladder incorporates features to 
ensure continued operation of the structure to facilitate the safe passage of fish 
under the same performance criteria as designed under anticipated sources of 
failure.  Particular attention in fish ladder design would be directed toward 
providing attraction flows through the range of instream flows needed by adult 
fish to move upstream.  Ladder configurations known to provide reliable 
performance in the field would be used.  The ladders would incorporate features 
to allow flow adjustment during abnormally low water conditions to ensure that 
effective passage conditions are maintained.  Protective structures to minimize 
the potential for damage during floods would be included.  The relatively low 
height of the dams to be passed via a fish ladder, coupled with the conservative 
approach to their design, is expected to provide high passage reliability.  In 
addition, the AMP (Appendix C in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR) indicates 
that the Licensee assumes all costs for ladder repairs and replacements necessary 
as a result of normal wear and tear, catastrophic damage, and any other type of 
damage and will ensure that the ladders meet failsafe criteria. 

As explained under Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration in 
Chapter 3 in Volume I of the EIS/EIR, and the response to Comment NGO18-3, 
Alternative 6 was eliminated from further consideration because it did not meet 
the Restoration Project’s objective to minimize the loss of clean and renewable 
hydroelectric power.  Additionally, Alternative 6 was determined not to be 
feasible because the cost of implementing Alternative 6 would be too great.  
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Therefore, this alternative was not evaluated in this EIS/EIR and was not 
considered as an action alternative by the lead agencies. 

Response to Comment NGO18-41 

Please refer to Appendix H, “Habitat Assessment Model for Chinook Salmon and 
Steelhead,” in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR for more information on physical 
habitat improvements.  The habitat assessment model compared habitat values by 
month for the various species based on the flow-habitat relationships.  A monthly 
model was developed for Chinook salmon (i.e., winter, spring, late-fall runs) and 
steelhead to facilitate assessment of each alternative.  The habitat assessment 
model considers the habitat capacity index that depends on streamflow and then 
links streamflow and water temperature conditions to effects on key habitat 
quantity and survival.  A relative estimate of fry and juvenile capacity and 
production indices is provided for each reach.  The simulated indices are not 
intended as accurate predictions of magnitude for each life stage, but provide 
sufficient information to compare the relative life stage capacity and production 
expected to occur under the No Action and action alternatives.  The habitat 
assessment model links temporal water temperature and flow effects, a linkage 
that is not provided by month-to-month habitat estimates.  The month-to-month 
habitat estimates are provided in Appendix H (Volume II), and habitat with 
suitable water temperature is described in Appendix R, “Water Temperatures in 
the Battle Creek Restoration Area,” in Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment NGO18-42 

Based on the most recent and up-to-date engineering design information, the fish 
ladders and fish screens are expected to be as successful at promoting safe fish 
passage as removal of a dam.  There may be a slight advantage without the dam 
in place, but this difference is thought to be small and not significant.  As part of 
the Restoration Project, the AMP provides means to monitor the success of 
passage at each human-made structure and to make changes to management of 
the system as needed based on the principles of adaptive management. 

Response to Comment NGO18-43 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-3. 

Response to Comment NGO18-44 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-3. 
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Response to Comment NGO18-45 

As explained under Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration in 
Chapter 3 in Volume I of the EIS/EIR, and the response to Comment NGO18-3, 
Alternative 6 was eliminated from further consideration because it did not meet 
the Restoration Project’s objective to minimize the loss of clean and renewable 
hydroelectric power.  Additionally, Alternative 6 was determined not to be 
feasible because the cost of implementing Alternative 6 would be too great.  
Therefore, this alternative was not evaluated in this EIS/EIR and was not 
considered as an action alternative by the lead agencies. 

While there would be fewer impacts under the Six Dam Removal Alternative 
with respect to the risk of spreading the IHN virus to other fisheries, California 
waters, and/or waters of the United States, these impacts are fully mitigated 
under the Five Dam Removal Alternative by implementing the Mitigation 
Measure for Impact 4.1-8 in Section 4.1, Fish, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.
For additional explanation, please see Master Response D. 

Response to Comment NGO18-46 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-3. 

Response to Comment NGO18-47 

The cumulative effects of all activities proposed for each project site were 
considered when analyzing the impacts of the Restoration Project on fish, water 
quality, and geology and soils. In Section 4.1, Fish, in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR, Impacts 4.1-1 through 4.1-19 discuss how the Restoration Project could 
affect fish based on the cumulative construction activities at all of the project 
sites.  In Section 4.4, Water Quality, the cumulative impacts of increased erosion 
from removing the diversion dams and constructing the fish facilities at all 
project sites were analyzed in Impact 4.4-1.  In Section 4.7, Geology and Soils, 
Impact 4.7-1 discusses the impacts from accelerated water and wind erosion from 
construction at all the project sites.  Similar analyses were conducted with respect 
to the other action alternatives.  While the potential for increased erosion and 
sedimentation in the stream does exist, as indicated in the analyses mentioned 
above, the mitigation proposed under each impact reduces these impacts to a 
less-than-significant level.  In addition, as part of the Proposed Action, a SWPPP 
and a sediment and erosion control plan will be implemented.  

Cumulative impacts refer to the combined impacts of the Restoration Project and 
those of any other project proposed in the foreseeable future.  Cumulative 
impacts were discussed at the end of each section in Chapter 4 in Volume I of 
this Final EIS/EIR.  No cumulative impacts on fish, water quality, or geology and 
soils were identified from erosion or increased sedimentation because no 
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additional projects are known to occur at present or in the foreseeable future that 
might result in cumulative impacts when considered along with the Restoration 
Project.  Therefore, no mitigation was required to address cumulative impacts.  

As indicated in Chapter 3 under the heading, Alternative 6, in Volume I of this 
Final EIS/EIR, Alternative 6 was removed from further consideration because it 
did not meet the Restoration Project goal of minimizing the loss of hydroelectric 
power and was not considered viable. 

Response to Comment NGO18-48 

Please see the response to NGO18-24.

Response to Comment NGO18-49 

Please see the response to NGO18-24. 

Response to Comment NGO18-50 

Please see the response to NGO18-24. 

Response to Comment NGO18-51 

Please see the response to NGO18-24. 

Response to Comment NGO18-52 

Please see the response to NGO18-24. 

Response to Comment NGO18-53 

The commentor is correct.  Some of the project facilities are located on public 
land.  Section 4.6, Land Use, in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR has been updated 
to reflect this addition. 

Response to Comment NGO18-54 

Please see the response to NGO18-24. 
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Response to Comment NGO18-55 

Please see the response to NGO18-24. 

Response to Comment NGO18-56 

While implementation of Alternative 6 would restore the free-flowing 
characteristics of the South Fork of Battle Creek, as explained under Alternatives 
Eliminated from Further Consideration, Alternative 6, in Chapter 3 in Volume of 
this Final EIS/EIR, and the response to Comment NGO18-3, Alternative 6 was 
eliminated from further consideration because it did not meet the Restoration 
Project’s objective to minimize the loss of clean and renewable hydroelectric 
power.

Response to Comment NGO18-57 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-24. 

Response to Comment NGO18-58 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-24. 

Response to Comment NGO18-59 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-24. 

Response to Comment NGO18-60 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-24. 

Response to Comment NGO18-61 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-24. 

Response to Comment NGO18-62 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-24. 
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Response to Comment NGO18-63 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-24. 

Response to Comment NGO18-64 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-24.   

Response to Comment NGO18-65 

The cost sharing that would take place under the Five Dam Removal Alternative 
is provided for under the conditions of the MOU.  While it is possible that 
another MOU could be negotiated for the other Action Alternatives, the MOU in 
place is for the Five Dam Removal Alternative.   

As discussed in the response to Comment NGO6-1, because the incremental 
biological benefit of removing an additional dam, namely Eagle Canyon 
Diversion Dam, would be small, further consideration was given to other factors 
in selecting the Proposed Action, namely, the ability of an alternative to 
minimize the loss of hydroelectric power and maintain a reliable Hydroelectric 
Project.  Because the Five Dam Removal Alternative minimizes the loss of 
hydroelectric power, provides a lower-cost alternative to PG&E’s customers, and 
maintains a more reliable Hydroelectric Project, it was selected as the Proposed 
Action.  For more information regarding the effects of the Restoration Project on 
hydropower, see the analysis under Power Generation and Economics, 
Environmental Consequences in Section 4.16 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR.
For additional information regarding the factors considered in selecting which 
dams to remove as well as a discussion of the Eight Dam Removal Alternative, 
see Master Response B. 

As indicated in Table 3-9 presented in Chapter 3 in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR, the costs associated with implementation of Alternative 6 (Alternative 
A) are not zero.  In fact, Alternative 6 is the most costly of all the alternatives 
that were considered at one time or another.  However, as indicated in Chapter 3, 
Alternative 6 was eliminated from further consideration because it did not meet a 
basic goal of the Restoration Project to minimize the loss of hydroelectric power. 

Response to Comment NGO18-66 

As described on page 3-91 of the Draft EIS/EIR, decommissioning of all 
diversion dams in the Battle Creek project area (i.e., Alternative 6) was an 
alternative that was eliminated from consideration and, therefore, is not analyzed 
in the EIS/EIR.  Additional information supporting the elimination of this 
alternative from further consideration was prepared by PG&E and has been 
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added to the section entitled Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration, 
Alternative 6 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR in Chapter 3.  For more 
information regarding the assumptions made in assessing hydropower and 
socioeconomic effects, please see Section 4.16, in Volume I of this Final 
EIS/EIR.

Response to Comment NGO18-67 

Please see Master Response D and the response to Comment NGO18-24 and 
NGO18-45.

Response to Comment NGO18-68 

This comment has been noted.  Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 
reviewer for support of the agencies involved with the Restoration Project.  
Reclamation and the State Water Board acknowledge Coleman National Fish 
Hatchery as a project that is separate but related to the Restoration Project. 

Response to Comment NGO18-69 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-5. 

Response to Comment NGO18-70 

This comment has been noted. Reclamation and the State Water Board thank the 
reviewer for the support that the public involvement process has provided for a 
high and fair level of local involvement. 

Response to Comment NGO18-71 

Please see Master Response D and the response to Comment NGO18-45. 

Response to Comment NGO18-72 

In the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (CVRWQCB’s) 
Region 5A/5B (Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins) Basin Plan (Basin 
Plan), CVRWQCB defines the beneficial uses of groundwater in Region 5A/5B 
to include municipal and domestic water supply, agricultural supply, industrial 
service supply, and industrial process supply.  It defines the existing beneficial 
uses of surface water in Battle Creek as irrigation, stock watering, hydropower 
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generation, contact recreation and noncontact recreation (including canoeing and 
rafting), warm freshwater aquatic habitat, cold freshwater aquatic habitat, 
coldwater migration for aquatic organisms, coldwater and warmwater spawning 
of fish, and wildlife habitat.  Implementation of the Restoration Project would not 
harm the beneficial uses of groundwater or surface water identified in the Basin 
Plan.

Response to Comment NGO18-73 

The Interim Flow Agreement, described in Chapter 6, “Related Projects,” of the 
Draft EIS/EIR, would improve the existing habitat for salmon and steelhead by 
increasing the streamflows in both forks of Battle Creek.  The comment confuses 
the purpose of the Interim Flow Agreement, which is to provide immediate 
habitat improvement in the lower reaches of Battle Creek as implementation of 
the more comprehensive Restoration Project moves forward.  Reclamation 
understands that the 2003 Interim Flow Agreement will serve as a temporary 
solution and will not create as many benefits as the Restoration Project.  
However, the increased interim flows will provide more benefits to the fish 
populations than the minimum instream flows required by FERC.  Additional 
details of the Interim Flow Agreement are included in Projects That Could 
Directly Affect or Be Affected by the Restoration Project section of Chapter 6. 

Response to Comment NGO18-74 

The Lassen Lodge Hydropower Project, as described in the Lassen Lodge 
Hydropower Project discussion in Chapter 6, “Related Projects,” in Volume I of 
this Final EIS/EIR, includes a sluice gate for silt and gravel releases so that the 
intake dam will not interrupt geomorphic processes and sediment transport will 
still occur.  No significant water quality changes would result from the project.  
Although temperatures in the diverted portion of the stream might increase 
slightly, temperatures downstream of the hydropower facility will likely remain 
the same as those observed prior to the project’s implementation.  

Response to Comment NGO18-75 

Chapter 7 in Volume I of this Final EIS/EIR has been updated to clarify the 
differences between the Proposed Action and each Action Alternative with 
respect to each environmental resource analyzed in the EIS/EIR.  As a result of 
these clarifications, Chapter 7 have been updated to state that the adaptive 
management benefits that result from leaving Eagle Canyon Diversion Dam in 
place are related to the ability to adaptively manage instream flows for the 
benefit of Chinook salmon and steelhead. 
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Response to Comment NGO18-76 

Please see the response to Comment NGO18-10. 
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